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Fellow  Montanans: 

A  major  issue  facing  the   51st  Legislature  is  the  funding  of 
Montana's  school   foundation   program. 

In  January,   a  district  court  decision   held  that  Montana's  current 
school  financing   program   is  unconstitutional  and  gave  the  state  until 
October   1,    1989,   to  establish  a  system  of  funding   public  schools  that 
meets  constitutional   requirements.      This  district  court  decision   is 
currently  being  appealed  to  the  Montana  Supreme  Court. 

Earlier  this  year,    I   appointed  the  [Public  School   Financing  Advisory 
Council  to  prepare  a  proposal   that  addresses  the  issues   raised   in  the 
lower  court's  decision.      The   Council's   recommendations  will  give  the 
1989   Legislature  an  opportunity  to  consider  the  issues   raised   in  the 
lower  court's  decision  prior  to  a  final  decision   by  the  Supreme  Court. 

I   am  pleased  to  recommend  to  you   the  Council's   proposal.      After 
careful  consideration,   the  Council   has   prepared  a   proposal  that 
addresses  the  concerns   raised   in  the  district  court  decision;   simplifies 
the  school   foundation  program;   and  provides  greater  management 
flexibility  to  local  school   boards.      I    urge  you  to  give  the   Council's 
proposal   serious  consideration. 


Since 


TED   SCHWINDEN 
Governor 


Governor  Ted  Schwinden 
Capitol  Building 
Helena,  Montana  59620 

Dear  Governor  Schwinden: 

We  are  pleased  to  present  to  you  the  recommendations  of  the  Governor's  Advisory 
Council  for  School  Funding. 

We  believe  the  recommendations  are  far  reaching  and  necessary.  The  next  few 
years  will  provide  an  important  opportunity  to  simplify,  and  equalize 
Montana's  public  school  funding.  The  decisions  that  have  to  be  made  are  not 
easy,  and  not  every  school  district  will  be  a  "winner".  However,  Montana's 
school  system  and  the  children  it  educates  will  be  winners. 

We  want  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  serve  on  the  council.  We  also  want 
to  thank  Joe  Williams  and  Mary  LaFond  of  the  Budget  Office  for  their  work  and 
Ray  Shackleford  of  OPI  for  his  support  and  cooperation. 
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Susan  M.  Lacosta 
Antoinette  Fraser  Rosel 1 
Michael  E.  Grove 
Richard  Bennett 
David  L.  Hunter 


Introduction 

On  January  13,  1988,  Judge  Henry  Loble  issued  an  opinion  in  the  first 
Judicial  District,  holding  that  Montana's  current  public  school  financing 
system  violates  Montana's  constitution.  He  held  that  the  system  denies 
students  both  equal  protection  of  the  laws  and  equality  of  educational 
opportunity.  Further  details  on  the  decision  are  provided  on  pages  3-4  of 
this  report. 

The  Attorney  General,  on  behalf  of  the  state  of  Montana,  the  State 
Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction,  the  Board  of  Public  Education,  the 
county  commissioners  of  Sheridan  County,  and  the  Montana  Indian  Impact  Aid 
Association  have  appealed  this  decision  to  the  Montana  Supreme  Court. 
Governor  Schwinden  joined  the  appeal  as  a  "friend  of  the  court"  at  both  the 
district  court  and  Supreme  court  levels.  While  normally  action  is  not  taken 
in  response  to  a  case  still  under  appeal,  circumstances  make  this  situation 
unusual:  1)  Judge  Loble 's  decision  gave  the  legislature  until  only  October 
1,  1989,  to  "search  for  and  present  an  equitable  system  of  school  financing"; 
2)  the  Supreme  Court  is  unlikely  to  rule  on  the  appeal  until  the  1989 
legislature  is  well  underway;  and  3)  the  next  regular  session  of  the  Montana 
legislature  will  not  convene  until  January  1991. 

Governor  Schwinden  is  a  party  to  an  appeal  of  Judge  Loble' s  decision  to  the 
Supreme  Court.  However,  in  order  to  give  the  1989  legislature  an 
opportunity  to  consider  the  issues  raised  in  the  lower  court's  decision  prior 
to  a  final  decision  by  the  Supreme  Court,  Governor  Schwinden  has  asked  the 
Public  School  Financing  Advisory  Council  to  prepare  as  a  basis  of  discussion 
a  proposal  that  addresses  the  issues  raised  in  the  lower  court's  decision. 

The  Governor  asked  the  five-member  Council  to: 

a.  Study  the  opinion,  order  and  findings  of  the  District  court  of  the 
First  Judicial  District  of  Montana  dated  January  13,  1988,  to 
determine  what  changes  in  existing  school  finance  statutes  might 
be  necessary  to  comply  with  the  decision  of  the  Court; 

b.  Seek  the  advice  of  education  officials,  officers  of  state 
government,  taxpayers  and  citizens  as  to  the  desirability  and 
effect  of  any  such  changes; 

c.  Compute  the  fiscal  impact  of  any  such  changes  on  all  affected 
levels  of  government; 

d.  Evaluate  the  extent  to  which  any  such  changes  preserve  the 
principle  of  local  control  of  schools  embodied  in  the  Montana 
Constitution,  while  at  the  same  time  complying  with  the  Court's 
decision;  and 


e.  Recommend  to  the  Governor  by  October  1,  1988,  a  prioritized  list 
of  alternatives  that  will  likely  correct  the  constitutional  flaws 
in  the  Foundation  Program  described  in  the  Court's  decision  while 
ensuring  that  Montana  continues  to  provide  high  quality 
educational  opportunity  to  its  citizens. 

The  following  pages  outline  the  Council's  recommendations. 


The  Loble  Decision^ 

First  Judicial  District  Judge  Henry  Loble  issued  his  opinion  in  the 
"underfunded  lawsuit"  on  January  13,  1988,  finding  that  Montana's  public 
school  financing  system  violates  the  Montana  Constitution  of  1972.  The 
system  denies  students  both  equal  protection  of  the  laws  and  equality  of 
educational  opportunity.  The  decision  is  not  effective  until  October  1, 
1989,  "in  order  to  provide  the  Legislature  with  the  opportunity  to  search  for 
and  present  an  equitable  system  of  school  financing...."  Until  then  the 
present  system  stays  in  effect. 

Judge  Loble  has  retained  jurisdiction  until  the  Legislature  enacts  a 
constitutional  system  of  funding.  However,  he  ordered  no  specific  remedies, 
leaving  the  solution  up  to  the  Legislature. 

Judge  Loble  found  that  public  education  is  a  fundamental  right  under  the 
Montana  Constitution  and  a  most  important  function  shared  by  the  State  of 
Montana  and  its  political  subdivisions.  Prior  to  1949,  most  of  the  revenue 
to  fund  public  schools  was  raised  locally. 

The  Foundation  Program  was  enacted  in  1949  with  three  goals: 

1.  Gain  state  funding  support  to  relieve  pressure  on  the  property  tax; 

2.  Provide  equal  educational  opportunity  for  children;  and 

3.  Apportion  fiscal  burdens  of  education  fairly  among  taxpayers." 

The  intent  was  to  neutralize  local  property  wealth  as  a  determinant  of 
educational  spending. 

The  Court  analyzed  the  current  system,  finding  that  the  maximum  general  fund 
budget  without  a  vote,  consisting  of  the  Foundation  Program  and  the 
permissive  levies,  to  be  equitable.  However,  when  it  considered  the  voted 
levy,  capital  improvements,  teacher's  retirement,  transportation,  and  special 
education,  it  held  that  the  system  does  not  provide  equality  of  educational 
opportunity.  The  reasons  are  the  disparate  property  wealth  of  the  various 
districts  per  pupil  and  the  willingness  of  the  districts'  voters  to  approve 
additional  property  taxes. 

In  1950,  the  Foundation  Program  provided  81.2%  of  the  statewide  total  general 
fund  budgets.  Now  it  provides  58%  of  the  statewide  elementary  general  fund 
budgets  and  54%  of  the  secondary  general  fund  budgets.  Because  the 
percentage  of  financial  support  from  the  Foundation  Program  has  declined, 
there  is  once  again  excessive  reliance  on  local  property  wealth  for 
educational  funding.  The  Court  cited  a  number  of  studies  done  by  the  Office 
of  Public  Instruction,  the  Legislature,  and  Board  of  Public  Education  over 
the  last  25  years  which  have  all  pointed  this  out. 


1  Reprinted  from  a  paper  written  by  Bruce  W.   Moerer,  Staff  Attorney, 
Montana  School  Boards  Association. 


Additionally,  the  Court  foxind  that  the  voted  levy  was  necessary  to  fund 
essential  educational  programs  and  services.  "The  demands  for  quality 
education  exceed  the  amount  of  money  provided  by  the  Foundation  Program." 

The  Court  stated:  "It  is  the  universal  practice  in  analyzing  school  finance 
systems  for  inequities  to  focus  on  money  spent  per  pupil  as  a  measure  of 
disparities  in  educational  resources  and  educational  opportunities." 
Statewide  data,  controlled  for  size  of  school  districts,  proved  there  was  a 
systematic  pattern  of  greater  spending  per  student  by  districts  with  greater 
property  wealth,  while  at  the  same  time  imposing  less  burden  on  the 
individual  taxpayer. 

These  per  student  differences  in  spending  result  in  unequal  educational 
opportunities,  because  the  dollars  buy  the  resources  necessary  to  provide  the 
educational  programs  and  services.  Thus,  differences  in  per  pupil 
expenditures  among  similar  districts  is  a  common  measure  of  inequalities  of 
educational  opportunity.  The  court  found  that  evidence  showed  that  property 
wealthy  districts  had  more  resources  and  more  expanded  curricula  than  poorer 
districts. 

However,  the  court  held  that  "absolute  equal  expenditures  per  student  is 
neither  necessary,  nor  desired,"  but  that  differences  based  on  educationally 
relevant  factors  are  permissible.  Several  examples  cited  by  the  Court  are 
the  presence  of  handicapped  children  in  the  district  and  the  size  of  the 
school  district. 

The  Court  disagreed  with  the  defenses  presented  by  the  State.  In  particular, 
the  Court  held  that  the  accreditation  standards  did  not  define  a  "basic 
quality  education,"  but  were  a  minimum  starting  point  from  which  local 
schools  could  develop  a  quality  educational  program.  The  court  also  stated 
that  educational  opportunity  could  not  be  measured  by  educational  outputs, 
such  as  standardized  test  results. 

The  state's  defense  that  local  control  would  be  reduced  was  addressed  by 
finding  that  "state  requirements  have  traditionally  been  accepted  as  not 
being  inconsistent  with  the  maintenance  of  local  control  of  the  schools." 
Further,  local  control  was  held  not  to  be  absolute. 

The  Court  left  PL-874  funds  for  the  Legislature  to  consider  in  its  new 
system,  stating  that  the  purpose  of  the  funds  was  to  compensate  schools  for 
lost  tax  base,  not  alleviate  problems  in  Indian  education.  However,  the 
Court  pointed  out  that  the  Montana  Constitution  of  1972  recognizes  the 
cultural  heritage  of  the  American  Indians  and  commits  the  state  in  its 
educational  goals  to  preserve  their  cultural  integrity. 


Recommendation 

Summary 

The  Public  School  Financing  Advisory  Council's  proposal  simplifies  the 

School  Foundation  program,   provides   an  alternate  way  of  allocating  both 

expenditures  and  revenues,  and  provides  greater  management  flexibility  to 
local  school  boards. 

In  his  decision,  Judge  Loble  held  that  per  student  differences  in  spending 
result  in  unequal  educational  opportunities.  Therefore,  any  proposal 
designed  to  address  his  decision  must  narrow  the  spending  differences  between 
districts.  The  council  recommends  that  differences  in  property  tax  effort 
should  also  be  narrowed.  Schools  spent  approximately  $657  million  dollars  in 
fiscal  year  1987.  If  expenditures  are  to  be  equalized  without  increasing  a 
statewide  mill  levy,  then  the  state  will  need  to  raise  nearly  $200  million 
dollars  a  year  from  non  property  tax  sources.  (Voted  and  permissive  levies, 
excluding  bonds,  totaled  $210. 8m  in  FY87.) 

The  council  proposes  to  equalize  funding  by  increasing  the  school  foundation 
program  and  decreasing  local  permissive  property  taxes.  The  foundation 
program  would  fund  the  current  average  expenditures.  Half  of  all  districts 
would  be  able  to  increase  their  level  of  spending,  without  a  voted  levy.  The 
result  is  that  the  range  of  expenditures  among  school  districts  will  be 
greatly  reduced  and  the  test  of  equality  of  educational  opportunity  raised  in 
the  Loble  decision  will  be  achieved. 

Management  discretion  of  school  boards  will  be  increased  by  consolidating 
seventeen  separate  accounts  into  two,  a  general  fund  and  a  capital 
improvements  fund.  Greater  flexibility  in  using  funds  and  reduced  accounting 
and  reporting  requirements  will  give  school  trustees  more  control  and 
discretion.  More  time  and  resources  will  be  available  to  focus  on  improving 
education  and  meeting  local  needs. 

The  creation  of  two  accounts  eliminates  the  need  for  separate  permissive  mill 
levies  and  will  go  a  long  way  towards  simplifying  the  school  taxes. 
Taxpayers  will  pay  only  a  statewide  levy  in  almost  half  of  the  state. 
Districts  may  impose  a  voted  levy  for  operations,  or  for  buildings,  but 
separate  permissive  levies  will  be  unnecessary. 

Basing  the  funding  formula  on  student  enrollment  rather  than  the  current 
"Average  Number  Belonging"  (ANB)  will  make  the  system  more  understandable  to 
the  legislature,  and  to  the  public. 

Elimination  of  tuition  and  the  increase  in  the  state's  share  of  funding  will 
greatly  reduce  the  incentive  for  creation  of  school  districts  solely  for  tax 
purposes. 

Most  importantly,  adoption  of  this  proposal  will  keep  management  of  schools 
in  the  hands  of  local  school  boards.  It  will  keep  policy,  funding  and  tax 
decisions  in  the  hands  of  the  legislature  rather  than  the  courts. 


The  council  believes  that  the  issue  of  how  the  school  foundation  program 
should  be  equalized  to  respond  to  Judge  Loble's  decision  is  a  separate  and 
distinct  issue  from  whether  or  not  the  system  as  whole  is  adequately  funded. 
The  council  recommends  a  system  of  equalization  that  we  believe  will  be 
responsive  to  Judge  Loble's  decision. 


Comparison  of  the  Existing  School  Foundation  Program 
and  the  Public  School  Finance  Advisory  Council's  Proposal 


Current 


Proposed 


17  separate  funds,  reserves 
for  each  one. 


Two  funds,  the  general  fund  and 
a  capital  improvement  fund, 
separate  reserves  for  each 


County  Levy  for  retirement, 
Lottery  revenue  earmarked  for 
retirement 


Part  of  the  Foundation 
Program 


District  levy  for  comprehensive 
insurance 


Part  of  the  Foundation 
Program 


Separate  tuition  account 


No  tuition  charges.   Students  are 
counted  in  school  they  attend. 


Mandatory  45  mill  county  levy 


Statewide  140  mill  levy,  earmarked 
for  the  foundation  program. 


Permissive  levies  for  elementary 
and  high  school 


No  permissive  levies. 


Voted  levies  unlimited  (except 
for  1-105) 


Voted  levies  limited  by  expenditure 
cap.   Amendment  to  1-105  required. 


State  revenue  sources  earmarked 
for  foundation  program 


No  change,  except  for 
lottery  revenues  added  to 
foundation  program. 


No  limit  on  expenditures 


Expenditures  statutorily  limited 
by  size  of  school.   Foundation 
Program  provides  85%  of  allowable 
expenditures,  cap  set  at  117%  of 
foundation  payment.  (100  7  85  =  117) 


Separate  reserve  limit  for  each 
fund,  no  penalty  for  exceeding 
statutory  amount 


Limit  of  20%  on  general 

fund  reserves,  after  phase  in; 

excess  must  be  either  cash 

reappropriated  or  foundation 

revenue.   Appeal  procedure  provided 

to  OPI.   No  limit  for  capital 

account. 


Foundation  program  schedules 


187  day  school  year,  with  180 
minimum  instruction  days  and  7 
"PIR"  days.   No  maximum 

Payments  based  on  "Average 
Number  Belonging" 


Capital  Improvements  not  equalized 


Transportation  program  separate 


No  change  in  the  structure  of  the 
schedules.   Schedule  increased  216% 
to  amount  to  account  for  proposal. 

No  change 


Payments  based  on  actual 
number  of  students 
"Average  Daily  Membership" 

No  change,  but  improvements  should 
be  equalized.   Proposal  should  be 
prepared  for  1991  session  that  would 
include  state  equalization  and 
participation. 

Transportation  funds  allocated  based 
on  density  factor.   Payment  is  part 
of  the  Foundation  Program  and 
subject  to  the  expenditure  cap. 
Statewide  levy,  no  county  or 
district  levy  outside  of  general 
fund . 


Special  Education  separate 
appropriation  from  the  state,  but 
part  of  school  general  fund. 
Separate  accounting  and  oversight 
by  OPI. 

Elementary  and  High  School 
Districts  may  be  separate 

PL-874  Funds  not  counted  as  a 
resource  for  equalization 


No  change 


Unified  High  School  Districts 


PL-87A  funds  counted  as  a 
resource  only  when  equity 
level  reaches  federal  test 


No  special  provision  for  Native 
American  students 


Native  American  students 
counted  at  1.25  for  foundation 
payments  when  874  equity  test 
reached. 


The  Existing  Foundation  Program  Schedules 

The  existing  Foundation  Program  schedules  should  be  retained  and  used  as  the 
basis  for  improvement.  Judge  Loble  ruled  that  the  mandatory  and  permissive 
portions  of  existing  School  Foundation  Program  were  equalized  and 
constitutional. 

The  existing  program  recognizes  the  size  of  a  school  as  a  educationally 
relevant  factor  in  determining  the  cost  of  education.  The  current  schedules 
provide  smaller  schools  with  additional  funds  to  account  for  their  size.  The 
council  recommends  continuing  this  practice;  its  proposal  allocates 
foundation  funding  based  on  school  size.   (See  Table  I,  page  9) 

Spending  Levels 

The  council's  proposal  equalizes  total  school  funding  at  the  current  level  of 
expenditures.  If  every  school  district  in  the  state  accepted  that  level  of 
expenditure,  total  school  expenditures  in  Montana  would  remain  constant. 
Half  of  all  districts  would  be  able  to  increase  expenditures  and  half  would 
have  to  decrease  expenditures. 

A  more  likely  assumption  is  that  those  districts  whose  expenditures  are  above 
average  will  use  the  provision  for  a  voted  levy  to  maintain  their 
expenditures  at  the  current  spending  level.  The  result  is  an  increase  in 
statewide  school  spending,  and  in  statewide  property  tax  collections. 

If  every  district  whose  spending  is  below  average  spends  the  foundation 
payment  and  every  district  whose  spending  is  above  average  freezes  their 
expenditure  level,  the  statewide  increase  in  spending  on  public  schools  will 
be  $29. 8m.  (The  amount  can  be  calculated  from  the  tables  in  Appendix  I,  by 
summing  the  increase  in  spending  in  the  below  average  expenditure  districts.) 

Expenditure  Caps 

Expenditure  caps  are  necessary  in  order  to  address  the  Loble  decision  and  to 
maintain  equity.  Without  caps,  any  system  of  equalization  will,  over  time, 
get  out  of  balance.  High  tax  wealth  districts,  or  districts  willing  to 
impose  a  higher  tax  burden,  will  increase  expenditures  faster  than  low  tax 
wealth  districts.  That  will  create  a  discrepancy  in  spending,  providing  an 
incentive  for  future  litigation. 

The  council  recommends  that  the  foundation  program  equalize  funding  at  the 
average  expenditure  by  size  of  school.  Expenditure  caps  would  also  be  based 
on  the  size  of  school.  Foundation  payments  would  provide  85%  of  the 
allowable  expenditures  for  every  district.  Districts  could  increase  their 
spending  above  the  foundation  payment  through  the  use  of  voted  levies,  cash 
reappropriated,  PL-874  funds  or  other  local  sources  of  revenue.  The 
expenditure  cap  would  be  statutorily  set  at  117%  of  the  schools  foundation 
payment.   (100%  divided  by  85%  equals  117.65%) 

Tables  I  and  II  show  the  fiscal  year  1987  expenditures  by  size  of  school. 
The  council  retained  the  structure  of  the  existing  foundation  schedules.   The 
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amount   for  each  size   school  was   increased  to     216%  of      the  existing  statutory 
amount  to   insure  that  the  same  number  of   dollars   could   be  expended. 


TABLE  I 
BY  SIZE  OF  ELEMENTARY  SCHOOL 

ELEMENTARY  FOUNDATION   PAYMENT  SCHEDULE 
CURRENT  VS.   PROPOSED,   FY87 
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AM           J 

11,232 

$2,663 

$3,116 

11 

301+  ANB           1 

U,197 

$2,587 

$3,027 

TABLE  II 

BY  SIZE  OF  HIGH  SCHOOL 


HIGH  SCHOOL  FOUNDATION   PAYMENT  SCHEDULE 
CURRENT  VS.   PROPOSED,   FY87 
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EXPENDITURE 

ANB  LEGEND 

CONSENT 

psoposxd 

CAP 

1 

50 

ANB 

$3,306 

$7,147 

$8,362 

2 

100 

ANB 

$2,262 

$4,890 

$5,722 

3 

150 

ANB 

$2,070 

$4,475 

$5,236 

4 

200 

ANB 

$1,896 

$4,097 

$4,794 

5 

250 

ANB 

$1,798 

$3,886 

$4,547 

6 

300 

ANB 

$1,702 

$3,679 

$4,304 

7 

350 

ANB 

$1,683 

$3,637 

$4,256 

8 

400 

ANB 

$1,665 

$3,599 

$4,211 

9 

450 

ANB 

$1,648 

$3,561 

$4,167 

10 

500 

AMI 

$1,630 

$3,523 

$4,122 

11 

550 

ANB 

$1,612 

$3,485 

$4,078 

12 

601+  4MB 

$1,595 

$3,447 

$4,033 
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Simplification  and  Equalization 

Currently,  school  districts  are  authorized  to  have  17  separate  funds  and  to 
have  a  reserve  in  each  of  them.  The  Loble  decision  specifically  directs  that 
most  of  those  funds  be  part  of  the  equalization  solution.  Consolidation  of 
funds  simplifies  equalization  and  gives  school  boards  broader  budget 
discretion. 

The  council  recommends  that  school  district  funding  be  equalized  at  the 
current  average  expenditure  level.  Those  districts  now  spending  less  than 
the  average  will  receive  more  from  the  state  in  Foundation  Program  payments 
than  they  are  now  spending.  Those  districts  will  be  able  to  increase  their 
spending  without  having  to  resort  to  a  voted  levy.  Those  districts  spending 
more  than  the  average  will  have  to  propose  a  voted  levy  to  maintain  their 
current  expenditure  level.  Districts  whose  current  expenditures  place  them 
above  the  expenditure  cap  will  have  five  years  to  bring  their  expenditures 
within  the  cap.  During  that  time,  school  foundation  schedules  will  almost 
certainly  increase  and  those  districts  may  be  able  to  stay  within  the 
expenditure  cap  merely  by  holding  expenditures  at  current  levels. 

Phase  In  /  Delayed  Effective  Date 

Any  program  that  significantly  impacts  schools  can  not  be  implemented  prior 
to  FY91.  Under  the  current  statute,  schools  will  have  to  adopt  FY90  budgets 
and  hold  elections  for  approval  of  voted  levies  prior  to  the  adjournment  of 
the  1989  session.  Therefore,  any  proposal  should  have  an  effective  date  of 
July  1,  1990,  and  a  delayed  effective  date  for  two  of  its  elements. 

The  council  recommends  that  districts  whose  FY90  expenditures  are  above  the 
expenditure  cap  be  given  five  years  to  bring  their  expenditures  within  the 
cap.  That  grace  period  will  allow  those  districts  time  to  reduce 
expenditures  gradually  and  will  allow  the  Foundation  Program  payments  to 
increase,  bringing  the  districts  closer  to  the  expenditure  limits. 

The  council  also  recommends  that  the  reserve  limitation  and  recapture 
provision  be  implemented  five  years  after  the  other  provisions.  That  will 
allow  districts  with  excess  reserves  to  return  those  reserves  to  local 
taxpayers  by  lowering  voted  levies. 

The  remainder  of  the  recommendations  can  and  should  be  implemented  on  July  1 , 
1990.   Districts  would  have  more  than  a  year  to  plan  for  the  transition. 

School  District's  Ceneral  Fund 

The  general  fund  would  be  the  only  operating  fund  of  school  districts,  and 
would  assume  the  responsibility  of  all  of  the  funds  except  for  capital 
improvements.  The  current  expenditures  for  retirement,  comprehensive 
insurance,  tuition,  and  so  on,  would  become  part  of  the  general  fund. 
Authority  for  the  permissive  levies  to  fund  each  of  those  accounts  would  be 
repealed.  Reserves  in  each  of  those  accounts  would  become  part  of  the 
general  fund  reserves. 
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The  general  fund  would  include  the  authority  for  expending  special  education 
funds  appropriated  by  the  state,  but  the  separate  state  funding  mechanism  for 
determining  the  allocation  of  funds  to  districts  and  the  tracking  of  those 
funds  now  in  place  through  OPI  would  remain. 

The  general  fund  would  also  include  the  authority  to  spend  funds  allocated 
for  transportation.  No  separate  expenditure  or  reporting  requirements  would 
be  imposed . 

Capital  Improvements  Fund 

Districts  need  a  capital  improvements  fund.  Construction  of  buildings  or 
major  repairs  are  not  ongoing  operational  expenditures  of  school  districts. 
Current  law  allows  for  a  separate  building  fund  to  be  used  for  bond 
repayment  or  for  providing  for  a  reserve  for  major  capital  improvements.  The 
council  recommends  that  the  concept  of  a  building  fund  be  retained  and 
broadened.  As  a  practical  matter,  existing  bond  covenants  probably  preclude 
eliminating  existing  building  funds. 

The  council  proposes  that  districts  be  authorized  to  have  a  broader  "capital 
improvements  fund".  Such  a  fund  would  be  used  for  building  construction  and 
acquisition,  major  improvements  to  existing  buildings,  and  for  other  capital 
acquisitions  such  as  school  buses.  The  capital  improvements  fund  could  not 
be  used  for  the  ordinary  maintenance  and  operations  of  school  buildings  or 
buses. 

The  council  recognizes  that  the  Loble  decision  directs  that  school  buildings 
are  a  part  of  a  "basic  system  of  quality  education,"  and  should  therefore  be 
equalized.  However,  because  the  constitution  prevents  the  legislature  from 
impairing  a  contract,  and  bonds  have  been  issued  by  most  school  districts 
under  bond  covenants,  equalization  is  much  more  difficult.  The  council 
believes  this  area  of  funding  requires  more  study.  A  proposal  should  be 
prepared  for  consideration  by  the  1991  legislative  session. 

Special  Education 

The  council  believes  that  the  current  system  of  funding  and  monitoring 
special  education  is  effective  and  should  not  be  altered.  The  legislature 
should  continue  to  make  a  separate  appropriation  for  special  education  and 
OPI  should  continue  to  distribute  the  funds  based  on  the  needs  of  each 
district.  The  payment  should  be  added  to  the  foundation  payment  as  it  is 
now. 

Because  some  school  districts  now  supplement  the  state  and  federal  special 
education  funds  with  local  funds,  it  is  important  that  special  education 
expenditures  be  part  of  the  district's  general  fund  expenditure  base  for 
computation  of  the  cap. 

Transportation 

The  council  recommends  that  transportation  funding  be  equalized  on  a  state 
wide  basis.   The  expenditure  would  become  part  of  school  district's  general 
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fund,  and  the  laws  regarding  transportation  would  be  repealed.  Districts  may 
choose  to  provide  more  or  less  transportation  services  than  under  the  current 
system,  but  it  would  be  a  local  decision. 

Transportation  funds  would  be  distributed  to  districts  based  on  a  density 
factor.  Districts  would  be  given  total  flexibility  how  to  spend  the 
transportation  funds.  Their  funding  would  not  be  reduced  if  they  choose  to 
spend  less  on  transportation  than  the  formula  provides. 

The  transportation  payment  would  be  added  to,  and  become  part  of,  the  school 
foundation  payment.  The  expenditure  cap  would  then  be  calculated  using  the 
transportation  expenditure  in  the  base. 

Reserve  Limits 

School  districts'  general  fund  reserve  limits  are  now  set  at  35%,  but  there 
is  not  a  penalty  for  exceeding  the  statutory  reserve  limitation.  The 
Council's  proposal  provides  for  a  general  fund  which  is  larger,  due  to  the 
consolidation  of  funds.  The  payments  to  districts  will  be  more  stable 
because  of  the  increase  in  the  amount  of  state  funding  and  the  provision  for 
equal  monthly  payments.  The  risk  of  protested  taxes  and  delinquent  payments 
will  be  largely  borne  by  the  state,  due  to  the  larger  state  levy.  For  these 
reasons,  there  is  less  need  for  school  districts  to  maintain  large  cash 
reserves. 

The  council  recommends  that  the  reserve  limitation  in  the  general  fund  be 
limited  to  20%.  This  limitation  would  be  imposed  at  the  same  time  the 
expenditure  limitation  is  imposed  (in  five  years),  allowing  districts  the 
time  to  gradually  reduce  reserves  without  penalty. 

Once  the  reserve  limitation  is  imposed,  excess  cash  may  only  be  used  for  cash 
reappropriated  to  reduce  the  voted  levy.  If  there  is  no  voted  levy,  the 
amount  of  excess  cash  would  be  offset  against  the  following  year's  foundation 
program  payment. 

Excess  cash  in  the  school's  general  fund  reserve  may  not  be  transferred  to 
the  capital  improvements  account.  To  allow  such  a  transfer  would  defeat  the 
purpose  of  reserve  limitations. 

The  council  also  recommends  that  the  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction  be 
authorized  to  grant  appeals  on  the  reserve  limitation.  Districts  that 
receive  PL-874  monies  receive  them  on  an  erratic  schedule  from  the  federal 
government.  To  prevent  a  school  from  being  penalized  due  to  an  unusual 
circumstance  outside  of  their  control,  an  appeal  procedure  is  necessary. 


PL-874  Funds  and  Native  American  Funding: 

The  federal  government  currently  provides  PL-874  funds  to  school  districts 
with  significant  numbers  of  students  who  attend  that  district  due  to  federal 
employment  or  the  presence  of  Indian  Reservations.  The  funds  are  provided  to 
replace  the  property  tax  revenue  that   cannot   be   collected  on  federal 

13 


property  or  on  reservation  property.  The  federal  government  recognizes  that 
Native  American  students  have  special  educational  needs  and  allocates  PL-874 
funds  at  a  rate  of  1.25  per  Native  American  student. 

Federal  regulations  allow  states  to  count  PL-874  monies  in  the  Foundation 
Program  if  that  program  meets  a  federal  equity  test.  However,  federal 
payments  may  be  withheld  if  the  equity  test  is  not  met.  Basically,  the  test 
requires  that  the  range  of  spending  in  school  districts  of  similar  size  may 
not  exceed  25%.  (The  additional  .25  allocation  for  Native  American  students 
may  not  be  equalized.) 

The  council  believes  that  PL-874  funds  should  be  counted  as  a  resource  for 
districts  that  receive  those  funds.  The  council  also  recognizes  the  state's 
constitutional  provisions  for  Native  Americans  educational  needs. 

The  council  recommends  that  PL-874  funds  be  counted  as  a  resource  only  after 
the  state  has  met  the  federal  equity  test.  It  makes  no  sense  to  put  those 
funds  at  risk  if  Montana's  school  funding  program  does  not  meet  the  test.  We 
believe  that  the  Council's  proposal  will  allow  the  state  to  meet  the  test 
after  the  phase  in  period.  The  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction  should 
be  instructed  in  statute  to  apply  to  the  federal  government  for  use  of  PL-874 
funds  when  he  believes  the  equity  test  has  been  met. 

Once  Montana  meets  the  test,  we  should  implement  our  own  provision  for 
insuring  that  the  special  needs  of  Native  American  students  are  met  by 
counting  Native  American  students  at  a  rate  of  1.25  for  purposes  of 
foundation  payments.  That  provision  would  allow  for  funding  of  Native 
American  programs  in  urban  schools  not  now  eligible  for  PL-874  funds. 

Average  Daily  Membership; 

Schools  are  currently  funded  using  a  concept  called  the  "Average  Number 
Belonging"  (ANB).  In  1987  Montana's  ANB  was  approximately  150,811,  yet  the 
number  of  students  is  only  146,673.  The  difference  occurs  because  some 
schools  choose  to  extend  the  term  beyond  180  days  or  utilize  more  "Pupil 
Instruction  Related"  (PIR)  days.  The  result  adds  to  the  inequality  among 
districts  in  the  amount  of  foundation  payments. 

The  council  recommends  basing  foundation  payments  on  the  number  of  students 
who  are  members  of  the  school  system  --  Average  Daily  Membership  (ADM). 
Under  most  ADM  systems,  membership  is  taken  several  times  per  year  and 
averaged  to  arrive  at  an  ADM  figure. 

The  council  recommends  that  the  state  use  a  definition  consistent  with  that 
adopted  by  the  National  Association  of  Boards  of  Education.  Using  a 
nationally  accepted  definition  would  make  standards  for  membership  and 
excused  absences  consistent  with  other  states. 

The  intent  of  this  change  is  not  to  reduce  funding,  but  to  make  the  system 
more  understandable.  The  funding  per  student  would  be  multiplied  times  the 
number  of  students.   Length  of  term  or  number  of  PIR  days  would  not  enter 
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into  the  funding  formula.  A  change  from  ANB  to  ADM  would  increase  the 
foundation  schedules  by  2.8%  to  maintain  a  constant  level  of  funding. 

Unified  High  School  Districts: 

Current  Montana  law  allows  for  separate  elementary  and  high  school  districts. 
Many  communities  have  separate  districts  with  separate  school  boards, 
separate  mill  levies,  separate  budgets  and  separate  administrations. 

The  council  recommends  that  the  high  school  districts  and  the  elementary 
districts  that  feed  graduates  to  those  high  schools  be  consolidated.  The 
district  should  have  one  school  board  and  one  budget.  That  district  will  be 
responsible  for  the  K-12  education  product  in  that  district.  Unified  high 
school  districts  will  allow  for  more  consistent  educational  decisions  and 
more  cost  effective  education. 

Current  foundation  schedules  provide  for  different  levels  of  payment  for 
elementary  and  secondary  students,  recognizing  the  differences  in  costs  in 
providing  those  levels  of  education.  The  council  recommends  that  the 
foundation  schedules  continue  to  recognize  these  differences,  and  retain  the 
current  structure  of  payments . 

Unifying  districts  at  the  high  school  level  will  create  districts  with 
larger  numbers  of  students.  Without  adjustment,  total  foundation  payments 
would  decrease  because  larger  district's  rate  of  payment  is  lower  per 
student.  Unification  will  allow  the  per  student  payment  to  be  increased  for 
all  districts  to  provide  the  same  amount  of  funds  on  a  state  wide  basis. 

School  Foundation  Program  Revenues 

The  council  does  not  recommend  any  changes  in  the  current  state  earmarked 
revenues.  All  of  these  sources  of  funds  should  remain  earmarked  to  the 
School  Foundation  Program.  State  Lottery  revenues  now  earmarked  for  the 
retirement  account  should  be  a  Foundation  Program  earmarked  revenue. 

The  mandatory  45  mill  levy,  the  permissive  10  mill  levy,  all  local  permissive 
levies  including  those  for  insurance,  retirement,  and  transportation  would  be 
repealed  and  replaced  with  the  140  mill  state  wide  levy. 

The  entire  amount  of  the  levy  would  be  remitted  to  the  state  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  6  mill  university  system  levy.  Because  the  levy  would  be 
imposed  by  the  state,  the  risk  of  revenue  shortfalls  due  to  protested  and 
delinquent  taxes,  court  rulings  and  refunds  would  be  borne  by  the  state. 
School  districts  would  still  have  risk  to  the  extent  they  have  voted  levies, 
but  only  half  of  the  districts  would  have  voted  levies  at  all.  The  half 
with  voted  levies  would  have  fewer  mills  and  therefore  less  risk  than  under 
the  current  system. 

Revenues  equalized  at  the  county  level  would  continue  to  be  equalized  at  the 
county  level.  Currently,  Taylor  Grazing  fees,  federal  forest  receipts,  bank 
taxes,  and  county  miscellaneous  revenues  are  equalized  at  the  county  level. 
Those  fees  would  continue  to  be  handled   in  the  same  manner  and  would  be 
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offset  against  the  state  school  foundation  payment  just  as  they  are  in  the 
current  system. 

County  accounts  for  retirement  and  transportation  would  become  part  of  the 
Foundation  Program  and  part  of  each  districts  general  fund,  they  would 
therefore  no  longer  be  part  of  the  county  equalization  effort.  Any  reserves 
in  these  accounts  would  have  to  be  transferred  back  to  the  appropriate 
districts. 

Vehicle  fees  will  be  handled  in  the  same  manner  as  under  current  law. 
Vehicle  fee  revenue  is  apportioned  in  the  percentage  that  each  taxing 
jurisdiction's  mill  levy  bears  to  the  total  levy  in  that  county.  That  would 
continue  to  be  the  case.  Districts  that  have  a  voted  levy  would  receive 
their  share  of  vehicle  fees.  Districts  without  a  voted  levy  would  not  share 
in  the  vehicle  fee  revenues. 

Table  III  compares  state,  county,  and  district  revenues  for  FY87  under  the 
current  Foundation  Program  and  the  Council's  proposal. 

Local  Revenues 

Local  districts  would  continue  to  have  the  authority  for  locally  voted 
levies.  The  expenditure  cap  of  117%  of  the  school  foundation  payment  would 
place  a  practical  limit  on  the  on  the  voted  levy.  Voted  levies  would  thus 
vary  depending  on  the  schools  taxable  valuation. 

Districts  will  continue  to  have  interest  and  income  revenue,  PL-874  funds, 
cash  reappropriated  and  their  share  of  other  county  revenues. 

Tuition 

The  council  proposes  to  eliminate  tuition  between  districts.  There  is  no 
need  for  the  tuition  account  or  the  payment.  Students  would  be  counted  for 
foundation  payment  purposes  in  the  district  which  they  attend.  Districts 
would  continue  to  have  the  choice  of  whether  to  accept  out  of  district 
students. 

1-105 

The  council  recognizes  that  the  equalization  proposal  will  increase  the 
property  taxes  of  some  taxpayers.  An  amendment  to  1-105  will  be  necessary  to 
achieve  the  required  equalization.  The  council  does  not  recommend  repeal  of 
1-105  because  repeal  is  not  necessary  to  achieve  implementation  of  this 
proposal. 

Payment  Schedule 

If  the  Council's  proposal  is  implemented,  the  current  foundation  program 
payment  schedule  needs  to  be  changed.  The  increased  level  of  payments  from 
the  state,  reduced  voted  levies,  and  reduced  reserve  accounts  mean  that  cash 
flow  will  be  more  of  a  problem  for  districts.  The  current  five  payment 
schedule  should  be  changed  to  one  of  twelve  equal  monthly  payments. 
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Escalation  Factor 

Several  parties  proposed  that  the  school  foundation  program  should  have  a 
statutory  escalation  factor.  Such  a  factor  would  increase  the  level  of 
funding  and  therefore  the  obligation  of  the  state  on  an  annual  basis.  The 
council  did  not  include  such  a  recommendation  in  its  proposal.  The 
legislature  currently  adjusts  the  foundation  program  schedules  each  session. 
The  council  believes  that  the  legislature  should  continue  to  have  the 
responsibility  to  make  adjustments  that  it  believes  are  necessary  each 
legislative  session. 

Excellence  Program 

The  council  recommends  that  the  state  create  an  "Excellence  in  Education 
Program"  to  encourage  innovation  in  Montana  schools.  The  state  should  make  a 
modest  financial  commitment  to  the  program  and  require  matching  funds  to  be 
raised  by  local  districts. 

The  program  should  be  designed  to  encourage  private  sector  contributions. 
Excellence  fund  expenditures  should  be  in  addition  to  those  funded  by  the 
foundation  program  and  should  be  for  development  of  new  and  innovative 
programs  outside  of  the  normal  expenditures  of  districts  and  for  performance 
rewards  to  instructors  and  districts  exhibiting  outstanding  talents  and/or 
results. 
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TABLE  III 


Current  and  Proposed 
School  Foundation  Program  Revenues 
Based  on  FY87  Actual  Revenues  and  Expenditures 


State  Revenue 

Income  tax 

Corporation  tax 

Coal  tax 

Interest  and  Income 

US  Oil  and  Gas  Royalties 

Education  Trust  Interest 

State  Wide  140  mill  levy 

County  Levy  Surplus 

Special  Education  Approp. 

General  Fund  Appropriation 

Total  State  Revenues 


Current  Law 

Proposed 

48.669 

48.669 

7.688 

7.688 

10.104 

10.104 

35.530 

35.530 

23.433 

23.433 

9.402 

9.402 

0 

316.507 

16.244 

0 

27.222 

27.222 

19.355 

20.465 

197.647 

498.986 

County  Revenue 

45  mills 

Elementary  Transportation 

Cash  Reappropriated 

Forest  Funds 

Taylor  Grazing 

Miscellaneous 

Tuition 

Total  County  Revenues 

Earmarked  District  Revenues 


85.490 
(3.838) 
3.125 
1.222 
0.122 
6.061 
(0.760) 

91.422 


0 

0 

3.125 

1.222 

0.122 

18.856 

0 

23.325 


Permissive  Levy 
Vehicle  Fees 


17.381 
1.364 


Total  District  Revenues 

Total  School  Foundation 
Program 

Local  District  Revenues 


18.745 


307.814 


522.345 


Voted  Levies 
Permissive  Levies 
Other  Local  Revenues 


166.222 

44.555 

3.163 


Total  Local  Dist.  Revenues 

Total  Combined 
Expenditures 


213.40 


522.345 


522.345 
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EXPLANATION  OF  APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTIRCT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


The  attached  appendix  details  the  effect  of  the  Public  School  Financing 
Advisory  Council's  funding  proposal.  This  proposal  was  adopted  by  the  council 
on  September  26,  1988.  The  appendix  is  sorted  alphabetically  by  county. 

Column  one  of  the  appendix,  District  Name,  lists  both  the  name  of  the  county 
and  the  name  of  each  school  district  within  that  county. 

Column  two,  titled  ANB,  (Average  Number  Belonging)  gives  the  ANB  count  of 
each  district  used  for  budgeting  purposes  in  FY87. 


Column  three,  titled  Total  Combined  General  Fund,  lists  the  total  FY87 
expenditures  of  the  general  fund  (including  special  education),  the 
retirement  fund,  comprehensive  insurance  fund,  transportation  fund,  and  the 
various  other  budgeted  funds.  This  column  is  the  new  proposed  general  fund 
for  each  district. 

Column  four,  Foundation  Payment,  is  arrived  at  by  increasing  the  current 
foundation  program  schedules  by  216.14965%,  a  rate  sufficient  to  achieve  the 
statewide  total  of  the  new  proposed  general  fund,  exclusive  of  special 
education  and  transportation  costs  (PL-874  revenues  cannot  currently  be 
equalized  in  Montana  until  our  funding  system  meets  one  of  two  federal  equity 
tests;  therefore,  874  expenditures  are  excluded  from  the  proposed  general 
fund.)  The  ANB  of  each  district  is  multiplied  by  the  new  foundation  schedule 
amount  per  ANB  to  arrive  at  the  foundation  payment  per  district. 

Column  five  accounts  for  special  education  funds.  Actual  special  education 
costs  for  a  district  will  be  paid  under  the  system  currently  existing  at  the 
Office  of  Public  Instruction.  Thus,  column  five,  Special  Education  Payment, 
is  the  actual  costs  incurred  by  a  district  which  were  approved  by  OPI. 

Column  six  is  the  transportation  payment.  This  payment  will  be  distributed 
according  to  a  density  factor  to  be  developed  by  OPI.  Because  of  the 
complexity  of  the  design  of  this  density  factor  and  the  time  constraint  upon 
the  council,  it  was  impossible  to  prepare  one  for  the  proposal.  Therefore, 
for  purposes  of  this  document,  it  was  assumed  that  the  transportation  payment 
after  application  of  the  density  factor  would  closely  resemble  the  current 
expenditures. 

Column  seven,  Total  Payment,  lists  the  sum  of  columns  three,  four,  and  five. 

Column  eight,  Local  Resources  needed  to  Meet  Current  Expenditures,  subtracts 
column  seven  from  column  three.  This  gives  the  amount  that  a  district  would 
need  to  meet  its  current  expenditure  level  through  voted  levies,  cash 
reserves,  etc.  A  negative  amount  means  that  district  will  receive  more  from 
the  foundation  program  than  it  currently  spends.  The  district  could  increase 
spending  by  that  amount  without  a  voted  levy. 


istrict  Name      ANB 


APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Total 
Combined 
General 

Funds 


Proposed  Resources 


Foundation  Special  Ed.    Transp.      Total 
Payment      Payment     Payment     Payment 


Local 

Resources 

Needed 

To  Meet 

Current  Exp- 


EAVERHEAD  COUNTY 


RANT   ELEM 

28 

79 

,842 

85,709 

0 

12,261 

97 

,970 

(18,128) 

ILLON   ELEM 

891 

2 

,491 

,348 

2,304,909 

110 

,289 

128,478 

2 

,543 

,677 

(52,329) 

EAVERHEAD   CO 

405 

1 

,788 

,552 

1,456,143 

30 

,563 

203,702 

1 

,690 

,408 

98,143 

ISE  RIVER   EL 

31 

71 

,717 

88,446 

0 

4,261 

92 

,707 

(20,991) 

IMA  ELEM 

82 

275 

,384 

266,445 

19 

,521 

19,657 

305 

,623 

(30,239) 

IMA  H   S 

49 

250 

,786 

352,412 

0 

12,181 

364 

,593 

(113,807) 

ISDOM   ELEM 

48 

107 

,581 

161,330 

0 

8,030 

169 

,360 

(61,780) 

OLARIS    ELEM 

9 

25 

,191 

17,429 

0 

638 

18 

,067 

7,124 

\CKSON   ELEM 

21 

59 

,660 

79,323 

0 

1,349 

80 

,672 

(21,012) 

EICHLE   ELEM 

15 

62 

,711 

58,593 

0 

8,135 

66 

,728 

(4,016) 

Dunty  Totals      1 

,579 

5 

,212 

,772 

4,870,740 

160 

,374 

398,692 

5 

,429 

,806 

IG  HORN  COUNTY 

3UIRREL  CRK 

6 

50, 

,499 

34,857 

0 

7,014 

41, 

,871 

8,628 

RYOR   ELEM 

61 

270, 

203 

202,418 

17, 

,721 

11,091 

231, 

230 

38,973 

DMMUNITY   ELE 

16 

67, 

,603 

60,050 

0 

8,193 

68, 

242 

(640) 

\RDIN   ELEM          1 

,122 

3 

,299, 

567 

2,902,478 

287, 

916 

208,057 

3 

,398, 

451 

(98,884) 

IG  BEND   ELEM 

6 

24, 

187 

34,857 

0 

1,652 

36, 

510 

(12,322) 

DDGE  GRASS    E 

377 

767, 

009 

975,253 

82, 

457 

85,393 

1 

,143, 

104 

(376,095) 

TOLA   ELEM 

79 

439, 

492 

257,476 

13, 

485 

20,422 

291, 

383 

148,109 

\RDIN  H   S 

449 

1 

,629, 

619 

1,599,310 

67, 

860 

112,268 

l; 

,779, 

439 

(149,820) 

DDGE   GRASS    H 

135 

1 

,036, 

516 

619,419 

30, 

772 

110,110 

760, 

301 

276,215 

LENTY  COUPS 

52 

542, 

744 

366,947 

4, 

163 

11,842 

382, 

951 

159,793 

ounty  Totals   2,303 
LAINE  COUNTY 


8,127,438 


7,053,067 


504,373 


576,042 


8,133,482 


HIN00K  ELEM 
HINOOK  H   S 
ARLEM   ELEM 
ARLEM  H   S 
LEVELAND    ELE 
URICH   ELEM 
L0YD   ELEM 
OW   ISLAND   TR 
URNER   ELEM 
URNER  H   S 


323 

199 

426 

147 

13 

48 

14 

9 

84 

30 


1,161,739 

1,112,197 

1,067,462 

588,973 

69,132 

148,676 

27,308 

26,892 

399,975 

313,592 


835,562 

816,828 

102,010 

661,148 

40,685 

161,330 

42,141 

34,857 

272,392 

241,456 


A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 


45, 

,369 

44,098 

925,029 

236,710 

26 

,529 

49,017 

892,374 

219,823 

50, 

,722 

109,217 

1,261,949 

(194,487) 

20, 

,060 

42,708 

723,917 

(134,944) 

0 

26,289 

66,973 

2,158 

8, 

,050 

25,956 

195,336 

(46,660) 

0 

2,128 

44,269 

(16,961) 

0 

307 

35,164 

(8,272) 

3, 

715 

86,365 

362,472 

37,503 

0 

34,480 

275,936 

37,656 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


District  Name   ANB 


Proposed  Resources 


Total 
Combined 
General 

Funds 


Foundation  Special  Ed.    Transp .       Total 
Payment      Payment     Payment     Payment 


Local 
Resource 
Needed 
To  Meet 
Current 


HAYS-LODGE  PO  177  391,673  523,609  28,020  84,772  636,400 

BEAR  PAW  ELEM  18  66,992  76,586  0  3,854  80,440 

HAYS-LODGE  PO  72  432,994  443,091  26,493  72,642  542,225 

N  HARLEM  COLO  7  34,839  34,857  10,000  920  45,777 


County  Totals   1,567 
BROADWATER  COUNTY 


5,842,444 


5,286,553 


218,957 


582,752 


6,088,262 


TOWNSEND  ELEM  466  1,035,437  1,205,486  46,992  62,856  1,315,333 

CROW  CREEK  EL  6  27,021  34,857  0  0  34,857 

T0ST0N  ELEM  24  54,720  82,060  0  0  82,060 

BROADWATER  CO  216  774,969  869,897  17,697  33,577  921,171 


County  Totals 
CARBON  COUNTY 


712 


1,892,147 


2,192,300 


64,689 


96,433 


2,353,422 


A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 


• 


RED  LODGE  ELE 

331 

939,368 

856,257 

33 

,533 

60,959 

950,748 

(11,3 

RED  LODGE  H  S 

139 

750,003 

633,570 

22 

,047 

60,981 

716,598 

33,4 

BRIDGER  ELEM 

173 

642,538 

513,858 

37 

,356 

26,673 

577,887 

64,6 

BRIDGER  H  S 

106 

616,743 

509,587 

28 

,039 

28,281 

565,907 

50,8 

JOLIET  ELEM 

237 

617,392 

658,318 

28 

,034 

34,589 

720,941 

(103,5 

JOLIET  H  S 

89 

479,904 

479,425 

0 

23,657 

503,082 

(23,1 

JACKSON  ELEM 

10 

38,180 

36,314 

100 

9,136 

45,550 

(7,3 

LUTHER  ELEM 

11 

40,486 

37,771 

100 

6,230 

44,101 

(3,6 

ROBERTS  ELEM 

88 

274,627 

284,207 

10 

420 

14,645 

309,272 

(34,6 

ROBERTS  H  S 

39 

238,010 

298,052 

0 

21,599 

319,651 

(81,6 

BOYD  ELEM 

13 

42,551 

40,685 

100 

530 

41,315 

1,2 

FR0MBERG  ELEM 

139 

365,987 

427,088 

8 

469 

12,990 

448,547 

(82,5 

FR0MBERG  H  S 

80 

348,552 

463,439 

0 

13,993 

477,432 

(128,8 

EDGAR  ELEM 

16 

87,914 

60,050 

100 

12,411 

72,561 

15,3 

BELFRY  ELEM 

113 

583,114 

356,041 

22 

812 

17,625 

396,478 

186,6 

BELFRY  H  S 

46 

394,722 

337,064 

0 

9,631 

346,694 

48,0 

County  Totals 

1,630 

6,460,091 

5,991,725 

191 

110 

353,930 

6,536,764 

CARTER  COUNTY 

HAMMOND -BOX  E 

10 

50,469 

36,314 

0 

2,289 

38,603 

11,8 

JOHNSTON  ELEM 

5 

39,729 

34,857 

0 

1,939 

36,796 

2,9 

ALBION  ELEM 

9 

38,002 

34,857 

0 

4,706 

39,563 

(1,5 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Pro 

posed  Resources 

Local 

Total 
Combined 

Resources 
Needed 

General 

Foundation 

Special  Ed. 

Transp . 

Total 

To  Meet 

strict  Name 

ANB 

Funds 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Current  Exp* 

NE  HILL-PLA 

12 

53,389 

39,228 

0 

2,501 

41,729 

11,661 

ALAKA  ELEM 

111 

472,312 

350,407 

20,325 

19,823 

390,555 

81,757 

DGE  ELEM 

12 

39,572 

39,228 

0 

4,160 

43,388 

(3,816) 

ZADA  ELEM 

15 

29,875 

43,598 

0 

2,215 

45,813 

(15,938) 

RTER  CO  H  S 

87 

490,843 

476,504 

0 

62,154 

538,658 

(47,816) 

unty  Totals 

261 

1,214,190 

1,054,993 

20,325 

99,787 

1,175,105 

SCADE   COUNTY 


EAT  FALLS  E   8 

,159 

24,021 

,829 

21,106 

,346 

1,520 

,118 

734,459 

23,360 

,923 

660,907 

EAT  FALLS  H   3 

,829 

14,676 

,480 

13,195 

,844 

1,423 

,108 

463,792 

15,082 

,745 

(406,264) 

SCADE  ELEM 

201 

625 

,531 

580 

,092 

27 

,695 

70,061 

677 

,848 

(52,317) 

SCADE  H  S 

157 

811 

,548 

694 

,261 

47 

,320 

100,133 

841 

,713 

(30,165) 

NTERVILLE  E 

203 

571 

487 

584 

,643 

71 

,827 

29,355 

685 

,825 

(114,338) 

NTERVILLE  H 

92 

424 

058 

483 

,129 

0 

26,027 

509 

,156 

(85,098) 

LT  ELEM 

210 

761 

465 

600 

,380 

48 

,078 

48,835 

697 

,292 

64,172 

LT  H  S 

127 

676 

667 

590 

390 

23 

,143 

46,904 

660 

,437 

16,230 

SHAW -SIMMS 

147 

523 

948 

448 

130 

58 

,856 

39,027 

546 

,013 

(22,065) 

MMS  H  S 

195 

885 

631 

806 

304 

46 

,631 

69,042 

921 

,976 

(36,345) 

UGHN  ELEM 

156 

507 

708 

471 

342 

39 

434 

45,244 

556 

020 

(48,313) 

tt  ELEM 

91 

279 

532 

292 

999 

26 

324 

11,489 

330 

811 

(51,279) 

EP  CREEK  EL 

10 

33 

549 

36 

314 

1 

791 

1,903 

40 

008 

(6,458) 

N  RIVER  ELE 

109 

368 

006 

344 

750 

36 

975 

29,261 

410 

986 

(42,980) 

unty  Totals  13 

,686 

45,167 

440 

40,234 

922 

3,371 

299 

1,715,532 

45,321 

753 

0UTEAU  COUNTY 

- 

BENTON  ELE 

325 

1,091 

254 

840 

736 

65 

262 

36,743 

942 

740 

148,514 

BENTON  H  S 

159 

990 

615 

700 

702 

0 

165,273 

865 

974 

124,641 

MA  ELEM 

10 

56 

137 

36 

314 

4 

378 

1,820 

42 

512 

13,624 

G  SANDY  ELE 

214 

810 

365 

609 

240 

16 

014 

101,377 

726 

631 

83,734 

G  SANDY  H  S 

109 

686 

549 

521 

539 

35 

916 

47,448 

604 

902 

81,647 

RRICK  ELEM 

7 

27 

351 

34 

857 

1 

915 

449 

37 

221 

(9,870) 

GHWOOD  ELEM 

79 

383 

173 

257 

476 

26 

994 

36,120 

320 

590 

62,583 

GHWOOD  H  S 

36 

336 

391 

279 

999 

0 

16,082 

296, 

081 

40,310 

RALDINE  ELE 

101 

556 

952 

321 

878 

38 

765 

48,105 

408, 

748 

148,205 

RALDINE  H  S 

74 

485 

866 

448 

719 

0 

49,093 

497, 

813 

(11,947) 

RTER  ELEM 

6 

55 

779 

34 

857 

1 

915 

11,956 

48, 

728 

7,051 

EES  ELEM 

6 

35 

316 

34 

857 

0 

1,932 

36, 

789 

(1,473) 

NT0N  LAKE  E 

9 

42 

333 

34 

857 

3 

174 

802 

38, 

833 

3,499 

l  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
lundalion  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Proposed  Resources  Local 

Total  Resources 

Combined  Needed 

General  Foundation     Special   Ed.        Transp.  Total              To  Meet 

District  Name     ANB                 Funds  Payment               Payment            Payment  Payment        Current   Ex 

County  Totals      1,135          5,558,081  4,156,031            194,333            517,198  4,867,562 
CUSTER  COUNTY 


MILES  CITY  EL 

1,329 

4,014 

,561 

3,437,962 

387,050 

28,990 

3,854,002 

160,559 

KIRCHER  ELEM 

64 

170 

,892 

211,742 

18,212 

20,970 

250,924 

(80,033- 

GARLAND  ELEM 

8 

28 

,596 

34,857 

4,087 

1,322 

40,266 

(11.67C 

TRAIL  CREEK  E 

4 

23 

,432 

34,857 

712 

258 

35,827 

(12,395 

HKT- BASIN  SPR 

7 

58 

,482 

34,857 

2,095 

15,143 

52,095 

6,388 

COTTONWOOD  EL 

20 

47 

,414 

78,411 

2,581 

3,302 

84,294 

(36,880 

WHITNEY  CRK  E 

11 

29 

,954 

37,771 

1,335 

1,896 

41,002 

(11,049 

MOON  CREEK  EL 

9 

23 

,167 

34,857 

1,513 

1,097 

37,467 

(14,30C 

KINSEY  ELEM 

48 

165 

,180 

161,330 

13,410 

42,171 

216,910 

(51,731 

TWIN  BUTTES  E 

7 

28 

,968 

34,857 

762 

1,088 

36,707 

(7,739 

S  Y  ELEM 

11 

30 

,958 

37,771 

0 

3,235 

41,006 

(10,048 

S  H- FOSTER  CR 

7 

26 

,316 

34,857 

1,142 

1,283 

37,282 

(10,96/1 

CUSTER  CO  H  S 

729 

2,677 

,134 

2,512,345 

116,601 

100,177 

2,729,124 

(51.99C 

County  Totals 

2,254 

7,325 

054 

6,686,475 

549,499 

220,933 

7,456,907 

i 

DANIELS  COUNTY 

I 

SCOBEY  ELEM 

251 

804 

662 

686,633 

0 

63,059 

749,692 

54,97} 

SCOBEY  H  S 

93 

725 

935 

484,183 

41,867 

63,402 

589,452 

136,48? 

PEERLESS  ELEM 

56 

267 

875 

186,746 

23,715 

24,924 

235,385 

32.49C 

PEERLESS  H  S 

31 

197 

501 

248,106 

0 

24,916 

273,022 

(75, 52^ 

FLAXVILLE  ELE 

61 

279 

861 

202,418 

21,390 

18,460 

242,267 

37,59* 

FLAXVILLE  H  S 

26 

247 

881 

213,956 

0 

19,533 

233,489 

14,392 
J 

County  Totals 

518 

2,523 

716 

2,022,042 

86,971 

214,294 

2,323,307 

i 

DAWSON  COUNTY 

GLENDIVE  ELEM 

1,268 

3,619, 

344 

3,280,163 

293,955 

131,948 

3,706,065 

(86,72) 

DAWSON  CO  H  S 

615 

2,588, 

545 

2,119,468 

90,573 

67,333 

2,277,375 

311,17 

UPPER  CRACKER 

5 

55, 

535 

34,857 

312 

6,482 

41,651 

13,88- 

BLOOMFIELD  EL 

13 

59, 

200 

40,685 

1,078 

4,738 

46,501 

12 ,  70i 

LINDSAY  ELEM 

22 

71, 

972 

80,235 

2,857 

5,857 

88,949 

(16,97 

RICHEY  ELEM 

107 

526, 

730 

339,068 

25,039 

57,834 

421,941 

104,78' 

RICHEY  H  S 

60 

483, 

494 

401,737 

6,335 

42,480 

450,552 

32,9«( 

DEER  CREEK  EL 

41 

134, 

746 

138,746 

6,496 

12,406 

157,648 

(22,90! 

*  A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Proposed  Resources  Local 

Total  - Resources 

Combined  Needed 

General  Foundation     Special   Ed.        Transp .  Total  To  Meet 

istrict  Name     ANB  Funds  Payment  Payment  Payment  Payment        Current   Exp* 

:unty  Totals      2,131  7,539,567  6,434,959  426,646  329,077  7,190,682 

:er  lodge  county 

^aconda  elem    1,177       3,258,263       3,044,757         315,754         128,822  3,489,333      (231,070) 

&AC0NDA  H  S  646  2,130,286  2,226,303  191,993  80,724  2,499,021        (368,734) 


;unty  Totals 

1,823 

5,388,549 

5,271,060 

507 

,747 

209 

,547 

5,988,353 

K.L0N  COUNTY 

iKER  ELEM 

447 

1,888,316 

1,156,335 

84 

,168 

92 

,024 

1,332,527 

555,789 

^ER  H  S 

230 

1,678,116 

912,916 

22 

,395 

64 

,573 

999,884 

678,233 

RTILE  PRAIR 

5 

141,040 

17,429 

1 

053 

20 

,956 

39,438 

101,602 

»EVNA  ELEM 

79 

440,239 

257,476 

9 

701 

40 

,573 

307,750 

132,489 

:EVNA  H  S 

32 

296,782 

254,665 

0 

23 

,644 

278,309 

18,473 

:unty  Totals 

793 

4,444,494 

2,598,821 

117 

317 

241 

,770 

2,957,908 

"RGUS  COUNTY 

.-JISTOWN  ELE 

1,107 

3,127,053 

2,863,675 

234 

129 

106 

756 

3,204,561 

(77,508) 

"XGUS  H  S 

524 

1,974 

981 

1,836,555 

75 

858 

53 

324 

1,965,736 

9,245 

UIDEN  ELEM 

4 

26 

508 

34,857 

0 

941 

35,798 

(9,290) 

K)0KS  ELEM 

13 

33 

774 

40,685 

0 

1 

904 

42,588 

(8,814) 

&ERFIELD  ELE 

19 

37 

840 

77,498 

0 

0 

77,498 

(39,658) 

ITT0NW00D  EL 

7 

21 

437 

34,857 

0 

412 

35,269 

(13,832) 

ftSS  RANGE  E 

76 

301 

335 

248,448 

5 

276 

33 

875 

287,599 

13,736 

I\SS  RANGE  H 

31 

291 

851 

248,106 

0 

27 

409 

275,514 

16,336 

NG  COLONY  E 

5 

21 

155 

34,857 

0 

0 

34,857 

(13,702) 

IDRE  ELEM 

97 

368 

458 

310,405 

17 

139 

33 

255 

360,799 

7,659 

PRE  H  S 

47 

324 

288 

342,270 

0 

33 

569 

375,839 

(51,551) 

ILGER  ELEM 

4 

29 

334 

34,857 

0 

391 

35,249 

(5,915) 

ttf  ELEM 

41 

173 

595 

138,746 

5 

176 

12 

254 

156,176 

17,419 

hs 

30 

214 

416 

241,456 

0 

13 

156 

254,612 

(40,196) 

>(tfT0N  ELEM 

122 

420 

489 

381,095 

20 

703 

38 

632 

440,429 

(19,940) 

WTON  H  S 

47 

335 

225 

342,270 

0 

16 

472 

358,742 

(23,516) 

;ring  crk  co 

6 

20 

410 

34,857 

0 

0 

34,857 

(14,447) 

N 1 FRED  ELEM 

89 

301 

199 

287,144 

5 

070 

31 

020 

323,234 

(22,036) 

^IFRED  H  S 

29 

260 

819 

234,717 

0 

16 

048 

250,764 

10,055 

ERS  ELEM 

8 

21 

883 

34,857 

0 

0 

34,857 

(12,974) 

negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
•undation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Proposed  Resources  Local 

Total  Resources 

Combined  Needed 

General  Foundation      Special   Ed.         Transp.  Total               To   Meet 

District  Name     ANB                 Funds  Payment               Payment            Payment  Payment        Current   Ex 

County  Totals      2,306          8,306,048  7,802,212            363,352            419,417  8,584,980 
FLATHEAD   COUNTY 


DEER  PARK  ELE 

104 

236 

,073 

330,500 

17 

,862 

12 

348,374 

(112, 3C 

FAIR-MONT- EGA 

115 

249 

,536 

361,651 

17 

,444 

613 

379,708 

(130,17 

SWAN  RIVER  EL 

155 

336 

,099 

468,787 

21 

,277 

2 

,080 

492,145 

(156,04 

KALISPELL  ELE   2 

,117 

6 

,389 

,793 

5 

,476,423 

692 

,435 

125 

,789 

6 

,294,646 

95,14 

FLATHEAD  H  S    2 

,201 

7 

,902 

,992 

7 

,585,284 

317 

,358 

530 

,135 

8 

,432,777 

(529,78 

COLUMBIA  FALL   1 

,534 

4 

,025 

,344 

3 

,968,272 

182 

,212 

178 

,177 

4 

,328,662 

(303,31 

COLUMBIA  FALL 

773 

2 

,737 

,852 

2 

,663,982 

99 

,843 

161 

,289 

2 

,925,114 

(187,26 

CRESTON  ELEM 

62 

143 

,082 

205,533 

0 

10 

,669 

216,201 

(73,11 

CAYUSE  PRAIRI 

157 

377 

,762 

473,892 

24 

,265 

20 

,472 

518,629 

(140,86 

HELENA  FLATS 

168 

397 

,062 

501,534 

14 

,172 

0 

515,706 

(118,64 

KILA  ELEM 

93 

231 

,825 

298,827 

17 

,405 

8 

,372 

324,604 

(92,78 

BATAVIA  ELEM 

93 

180 

,014 

298,827 

15 

,497 

0 

314,324 

(134,31 

PLEASANT  VALL 

9 

29 

111 

34,857 

0 

1 

,784 

36,641 

(7,53 

SOMERS  ELEM 

274 

798 

450 

730,590 

50 

371 

65 

,767 

846,728 

(48,27 

BIGFORK  ELEM 

470 

1 

,340 

169 

1 

,215,833 

52 

728 

92 

,850 

1 

,361,411 

(21,24 

BIGFORK  H  S 

317 

1 

,120 

376 

1 

,160,971 

21 

604 

62 

,489 

1 

,245,064 

(124,68 

BOORMAN  ELEM 

44 

91 

993 

148,464 

0 

153 

148,617 

(56,62 

WHITEFISH  ELE   1 

,088 

2 

,826 

641 

2 

,814,524 

129 

067 

148 

057 

3 

,091,649 

(265,00 

WHITEFISH  H  S 

550 

1 

,883 

264 

1 

,916,801 

73 

986 

79 

040 

2 

,069,827 

(186,56 

EVERGREEN  ELE 

775 

1 

,955 

791 

2 

,004,831 

180 

192 

8 

662 

2 

,193,685 

(237,89 

MARION  ELEM 

99 

294 

842 

316,155 

25 

320 

38 

672 

380,147 

(85,30 

OLNEY- BIS SELL 

107 

308 

612 

339,068 

19 

584 

24 

369 

383,021 

(74,40 

MOUNTAIN  BROO 

50 

119 

874 

167,723 

0 

2 

430 

170,154 

(50,27 

WEST  VALLEY  E 

194 

446 

215 

563,976 

31 

448 

8 

415 

603,839 

(157,62 

County  Totals  11 

,549 

34 

,422 

770 

34 

047,307 

2,004, 

071 

1,570 

296 

37 

621,673 

GALLATIN  COUNTY 

LOGAN  ELEM 

19 

74, 

916 

77,498 

4, 

028 

9, 

874 

91,400 

(16,48- 

MANHATTAN  ELE 

306 

814, 

961 

791,585 

69, 

731 

69, 

069 

930,385 

(115,42. 

MANHATTAN  H  S 

169 

727, 

904 

732,000 

0 

45, 

486 

777,486 

(49,58 

BOZEMAN  ELEM   2 

605 

8 

537, 

669 

6 

738,820 

651, 

095 

508, 

363 

7 

898,278 

639,39 

BOZEMAN  H  S    1 

418 

5 

672, 

857 

4 

886,839 

154, 

368 

506, 

917 

5 

548,124 

124,73 

WILLOW  CREEK 

35 

168, 

374 

92,096 

12, 

160 

10, 

284 

114,540 

53,83 

WILLOW  CREEK 

34 

202, 

516 

267,513 

0 

6, 

679 

274,191 

(71,67 

SPRINGHILL  EL 

10 

27, 

612 

36,314 

2, 

687 

0 

39,001 

(11,38 

A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Pro 

posed  Resources 

Local 

Total 
Combined 

Resources 
Needed 

General 

Foundation 

Special  Ed. 

Transp . 

Total 

To  Meet 

tstrict  Name 

ANB 

Funds 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

P 

ayment 

Current  Exp* 

)TTONWOOD  EL 

10 

27,998 

36,314 

2,110 

0 

38,424 

(10,426) 

iREE  FORKS  E 

266 

777,527 

715,662 

54,320 

35,894 

805,876 

(28,350) 

1REE  FORKS  H 

144 

598,213 

650,920 

0 

25,810 

676,730 

(78,516) 

.VSS  CREEK  EL 

3 

27,064 

34,857 

580 

994 

36,432 

(9,367) 

)NFORTON  EL 

188 

563,145 

549,927 

48,074 

21,083 

619,084 

(55,939) 

ALLATIN  GTWY 

126 

359,323 

392,073 

19,621 

16,794 

428,489 

(69,165) 

PERSON  ELEM 

92 

270,430 

295,916 

18,485 

12,347 

326,748 

(56,318) 

\\   MOTTE  ELEM 

40 

103,238 

96,657 

9,206 

9,323 

115,186 

(11,948) 

£LGRADE  ELEM 

1,005 

2,582,966 

2,599,813 

196,217 

121,599 

2 

,917,629 

(334,664) 

ELGRADE  H  S 

409 

1,414,665 

1,469,280 

84,455 

75,508 

1 

,629,244 

(214,579) 

ALMBORG  ELEM 

7 

29,651 

17,429 

2,304 

117 

19,850 

9,802 

',  YELLOWSTONE 

140 

676,779 

429,739 

53,407 

33,625 

516,771 

160,009 

!  YELLOWSTONE 

72 

524,525 

443,091 

0 

33,625 

476,716 

47,809 

PHIR  ELEM 

31 

128,427 

88,446 

5,755 

19,878 

114,079 

14,348 

4STERDAM  ELE 

42 

108,174 

141,992 

5,057 

0 

147,049 

(38,875) 

ounty  Totals 

7,171 

24,418,935 

21,584,782 

1,393,661 

1,563,268 

24 

,541,711 

\RFIELD  COUNTY 

DRDAN  ELEM 

135 

429,555 

416,423 

9,606 

18,986 

445,015 

(15,460) 

ARFIELD  CO  H 

95 

585,211 

486,020 

48,667 

80,854 

615,541 

(30,330) 

IG  DRY  CREEK 

10 

40,712 

36,314 

2,403 

7,022 

45,739 

(5,026) 

'JTHRLND-COUL 

4 

49,981 

34,857 

924 

1,076 

36,858 

13,124 

Sine  grove  el 

12 

23,408 

39,228 

0 

0 

39,228 

(15,820) 

fcSTER  ELEM 

5 

19,161 

34,857 

0 

304 

35,161 

(16,000) 

DHAGEN  ELEM 

26 

82,308 

83,885 

4,094 

33,464 

121,443 

(39,135) 

ENZIEN  ELEM 

11 

26,405 

37,771 

2,090 

1,011 

40,872 

(14,467) 

LACKFOOT  ELE 

11 

30,221 

37,771 

3,961 

1,020 

42,752 

(12,531) 

^ND  SPRINGS 

7 

23,713 

34,857 

762 

1,753 

37,372 

(13,659) 

OSS  ELEM 

6 

22,984 

34,857 

572 

289 

35,718 

(12,735) 

^T  CREEK  ELE 

3 

16,777 

34,857 

572 

0 

35,429 

(18,652) 

LAT  CREEK  EL 

6 

30,145 

34,857 

1,335 

789 

36,982 

(6,836) 

bunty  Totals 

331 

1,380,582 

1,346,554 

74,986 

146,568 

1 

,568,108 

LACIER  COUNTY 

ROWNING  ELEM 

1,279 

3,197,770 

3,308,618 

362,688 

237,508 

3 

908,815 

(711,045) 

ROWNING  H  S 

417 

794,187 

1,495,481 

123,726 

124,925 

1 

744,132 

(949,946) 

UT  BANK  ELEM 

725 

2,406,029 

1,875,487 

126,551 

103,761 

2 

105,800 

300,230 

UT  BANK  H  S 

296 

1,634,529 

1,093,807 

18,581 

53,042 

1 

165,430 

469,099 

A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Proposed  Resources  Local 

Total  Resources 

Combined  Needed 

General  Foundation     Special   Ed.        Transp.  Total              To  Meet 

District  Name     ANB                 Funds  Payment               Payment            Payment  Payment        Current   Exjj 

E  GLACIER  PAR            43               196,735  145,231                 5,736                     453  151,420            45,314 

SEVILLE  ELEM              26                 74,522  83,885                     305                          0  84,190             (9,668 

County  Totals      2,786          8,303,772  8,002,510            637,587             519,691  9,159,787 

GOLDEN  VALLEY  COUNTY 


RYEGATE  ELEM 

61 

334 

,511 

202 

,418 

8 

,560 

49 

.534 

260,512 

73, 999 i 

RYEGATE  H  S 

35 

303 

,769 

273 

,801 

0 

25 

,326 

299,127 

4,641 

LAVINA  ELEM 

47 

234 

,164 

158 

,123 

17 

,613 

10 

,143 

185,880 

48,284 

LAVINA  H  S 

24 

190 

,038 

198 

,590 

0 

11 

,081 

209,670 

(19,633' 

County  Totals 

167 

1,062 

,481 

832 

,932 

26 

.173 

96 

,084 

955,189 

GRANITE  COUNTY 

i 

PHILIPSBURG  E 

210 

631 

854 

600 

,380 

29 

,168 

39 

,792 

669,339 

(37,486i 

GRANITE  H  S 

99 

494 

499 

488 

,612 

41 

,624 

13 

,527 

543,763 

(49,264 

HALL  ELEM 

39 

87 

886 

95 

,745 

0 

272 

96,017 

(8,132 

DRUMMOND  ELEM 

108 

383 

978 

341 

,912 

21 

,778 

28 

,185 

391,875 

(7,897 

DRUMMOND  H  S 

89 

392 

287 

479 

425 

11 

785 

28 

,723 

519,934 

(127,646- 

County  Totals 

545 

1,990 

503 

2,006 

073 

104 

354 

110 

500 

2,220,928 

: 

HILL  COUNTY 

DAVEY  ELEM 

7 

75 

844 

34 

857 

0 

289 

35,146 

40,698 

BOX  ELDER  ELE 

161 

559 

711 

484 

028 

58 

857 

34 

312 

577,197 

(17,487" 

BOX  ELDER  H  S 

69 

87 

743 

433 

971 

0 

24 

411 

458,382 

(370,639: 

HAVRE  ELEM 

1,618 

5,169 

306 

4,185 

570 

410 

425 

195 

597 

4,791,593 

377,714' 

HAVRE  H  S 

781 

3,202 

299 

2,691 

553 

223 

065 

194 

541 

3,109,158 

93,142: 

COTTONWOOD  EL 

57 

199 

357 

189 

894 

0 

51 

986 

241,879 

(42,523 

ROCKY  BOY  ELE 

237 

1,104 

043 

658 

318 

88 

905 

110 

069 

857,292 

246,751 

K-G  ELEM 

64 

412, 

103 

211, 

742 

24, 

595 

23 

337 

259,675 

152,429 

K-G  HIGH  SCHO 

30 

373, 

429 

241, 

456 

0 

8 

473 

249,930 

123,500' 

GILDFORD  COLO 

12 

26 

906 

39, 

228 

0 

0 

39,228 

(12,321 

BLUE  SKY  ELEM 

100 

542, 

691 

319, 

020 

40, 

605 

53, 

446 

413,071 

129,621 

BLUE  SKY  HIGH 

51 

514, 

346 

362, 

192 

0 

52, 

582 

414,775 

99,571 

County  Totals      3,187        12,267,779 

JEFFERSON  COUNTY 


9,851,829 


846,453 


749,043   11,447,324 


A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Pro 

posed  Resources 

Local 

Total 
Combined 

Resources 
Needed 

General 

Foundation 

Special  Ed. 

Transp. 

Total 

To  Meet 

strict  Name 

ANB 

Funds 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Current  Exp* 

CANCY  ELEM 

313 

980,623 

809,693 

31,209 

56,669 

897,571 

83,051 

kITEHALL  ELE 

375 

1,065,057 

970,080 

22,135 

92,581 

1,084,795 

(19,738) 

kITEHALL  H  S 

223 

855,957 

891,610 

18,822 

56,261 

966,693 

(110,735) 

ESIN  ELEM 

11 

46,355 

37,771 

0 

0 

37,771 

8,584 

IULDER  ELEM 

238 

724,300 

660,380 

70,835 

41,910 

773,125 

(48,825) 

JFFERSON  H  S 

228 

959,257 

906,870 

7,774 

132,286 

1,046,930 

(87,674) 

[RDWELL  ELEM 

40 

132,672 

96,657 

0 

21,629 

118,287 

14,385 

iNTANA  CITY 

138 

538,583 

424,431 

13,012 

946 

438,388 

100,194 

lunty  Totals      1,566 
JDITH   BASIN   COUNTY 


5,302,803  4,797,491 


163,787 


402,283 


5,363,560 


5ANF0RD  ELEM 

114 

443,700 

358,849 

9 

792 

27,736 

396,377 

47,324 

S^NFORD  H  S 

55 

418,986 

380,671 

0 

28,657 

409,328 

9,658 

IBSON  ELEM 

96 

434,373 

307,520 

18 

906 

35,465 

361,891 

72,482 

1BS0N  H  S 

60 

426,002 

401,737 

0 

36,021 

437,759 

(11,756) 

pESFORD  EL 

18 

73,402 

76,586 

0 

8,437 

85,023 

(11.621) 

tfSER  ELEM 

72 

281,312 

236,318 

0 

20,502 

256,819 

24,493 

;yser  h  s 

47 

266,126 

342,270 

0 

21,826 

364,096 

(97,970) 

»unty  Totals 
LKE  COUNTY 


462 


2,343,901  2,103,951 


28,697 


178,643 


2,311,292 


LLEE  elem 

336 

1 

,015,040 

869,191 

49,492 

44,685 

963,369 

51,671 

LLEE  H  S 

129 

432,372 

597,738 

0 

22,235 

619,973 

(187,602) 

MO  ELEM 

11 

23,006 

37,771 

0 

0 

37,771 

(14,764) 

LSON  ELEM 

914 

1 

,993,080 

2 

,364,407 

114,669 

131,349 

2 

,610,425 

(617,345) 

LSON  H  S 

442 

1 

,403,742 

1 

,576,731 

31,644 

87,500 

1 

,695,874 

(292,132) 

Ij  IGNATIUS 

E 

402 

845,435 

1 

,039,925 

35,140 

83,301 

1 

,158,367 

(312,933) 

IGNATIUS 

H 

148 

510,809 

664,528 

14,617 

38,076 

717,220 

(206,411) 

rLLEY  VIEW 

E 

15 

41,763 

58,593 

4,357 

0 

62,950 

(21,187) 

p  LAKE -SAL 

26 

103,351 

83,885 

12,110 

1,828 

97,823 

5,528 

WAN  ELEM 

968 

1 

,879,893 

2 

,504,099 

242,657 

158,140 

2 

,904,895 

(1,025,002) 

NAN  H  S 

400 

899,015 

1 

,439,688 

0 

75,897 

1 

,515,585 

(616,570) 

I\RL0  ELEM 

184 

587,140 

540,441 

14,231 

38,297 

592,969 

(5,830) 

I\RL0  H  S 

99 

271,312 

488,612 

10,583 

40,803 

539,998 

(268,686) 

fPER  WEST  SH 

29 

68,365 

86,622 

0 

11,066 

97,687 

(29,322) 

ianty  Totals     4,103        10,074,322        12,352,231 

I  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
Dundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 


529,500 


733,176   13,614,907 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


District   Name      ANB 


Total 
Combined 
General 

Funds 


Proposed  Resources 


Foundation  Special  Ed.    Transp.      Total 
Payment      Payment     Payment     Payment 


Local 

Resources 

Needed 

To  Meet 

Current  Ex| 


LEWIS  &  CLARK  COUNTY 


HELENA  ELEM 

4,651 

14 

,901 

,028 

12 

,031 

574 

959 

561 

378 

,707 

13 

,369 

,842 

1,531,185 

HELENA  H  S 

2,682 

11 

,485 

705 

9 

,242 

950 

700 

354 

362 

903 

10 

,306 

,206 

1,179,498 

KESSLER  ELEM 

229 

695 

391 

641 

608 

32 

869 

35 

609 

710 

086 

(14,695] 

TRINITY  ELEM 

18 

205 

997 

76 

586 

1 

914 

43 

034 

121 

534 

84,462 

E  HELENA  ELEM 

901 

2 

,265 

812 

2 

,330 

778 

91 

792 

49 

417 

2 

,471 

987 

(206,175, 

WOLF  CREEK  EL 

12 

75 

578 

39 

228 

2 

316 

8 

635 

50 

178 

25,400i 

CRAIG  ELEM 

10 

45 

414 

36 

314 

1 

130 

1 

640 

39 

084 

6,330^ 

AUCHARD  CRK  E 

20 

53 

341 

78 

411 

10 

332 

936 

89 

679 

(36,338j 

LINCOLN  ELEM 

94 

286 

472 

301 

731 

19 

045 

12 

519 

333 

295 

(46,823! 

AUGUSTA  ELEM 

100 

410 

115 

319 

020 

14 

846 

52 

651 

386 

517 

23,598 

AUGUSTA  H  S 

42 

298 

324 

315 

336 

0 

25 

117 

340 

453 

(42,129; 

LINCOLN  HIGH 

70 

314 

563 

437 

101 

0 

12 

390 

449 

491 

(134,929 

County  Totals   8,829 
LIBERTY  COUNTY 


31,037,740   25,850,638   1,834,158 


983,559   28,668,355 


WHITLASH  ELEM 

10 

32,451 

36,314 

0 

376 

36,690 

(4,23*| 

J-I  ELEM 

95 

483,720 

304,629 

18 

,846 

49,419 

372,894 

110,826i 

J-I  HIGH  SCHO 

29 

408,048 

234,717 

0 

50,539 

285,256 

122,793 

CHESTER  ELEM 

219 

780,778 

620,180 

44 

,348 

76,805 

741,333 

39,445 

CHESTER  H  S 

108 

771,849 

517,570 

0 

73,870 

591,440 

180,409 

County  Totals 

461 

2 

,476,847 

1 

,713,410 

63 

,194 

251,008 

2 

,027,612 

LINCOLN  COUNTY 

! 

TROY  ELEM 

488 

1 

,335,112 

1 

,262,397 

126 

,049 

99,937 

1 

,488,383 

(153,2711 

TROY  H  S 

208 

912,754 

844,584 

33 

126 

48,735 

926,445 

(13,6911 

LIBBY  ELEM 

1,487 

4 

,915,647 

3 

,846,689 

327 

030 

270,093 

4 

,443,812 

471,835j 

LIBBY  H  S 

765 

2 

,976,850 

2 

,636,412 

139 

466 

132,610 

2 

,908,487 

68,362| 

EUREKA  ELEM 

484 

1 

,317,318 

1 

,252,049 

97 

685 

90,584 

1 

,440,319 

(123,001 

LINCOLN  CO  H 

263 

1 

,207,360 

1 

,007,881 

85 

185 

164,808 

1 

,257,873 

(50,513, 

FORTINE  ELEM 

63 

167,912 

208,641 

0 

33,636 

242,277 

(74,365 

MCCORMICK  ELE 

34 

70,206 

91,183 

838 

9,484 

101,505 

(31,299 

SYLVANITE  ELE 

16 

37,451 

60,050 

0 

258 

60,308 

(22,856' 

YAAK  ELEM 

17 

55,264 

61,507 

1 

448 

1,433 

64,388 

(9,124 

TREGO  ELEM 

76 

179,413 

248,448 

0 

15,606 

264,054 

(84,641 

REXFORD  ELEM 

19 

63,824 

77,498 

0 

65 

77,564 

(13.74C 

*  A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Proposed  Resources  Local 

Total             Resources 

Combined  Needed 

General            Foundation     Special   Ed.        Transp .  Total               To  Meet 

.strict  Name     ANB                 Funds                 Payment               Payment            Payment  Payment        Current   Exp* 

- - 

mnty  Totals   3,920   13,239,112   11,597,339     810,826     867,250  13,275,415 

hDISON  COUNTY 


iDER  ELEM  24  81,346  82,060  0  14,886  96,946  (15,600) 

UERIDAN  ELEM  177  445,770  523,609  16,014  19,431  559,053  (113,283) 

HERIDAN  H  S  87  432,673  476,504  0  35,364  511,869  (79,195) 

BIN  BRIDGES  147  594,773  448,130  32,952  50,930  532,013  62,760 

ihN  BRIDGES  93  534,300  484,183  0  52,367  536,549  (2,249) 

KRRISON  ELEM  51  207,167  170,910  12,824  12,679  196,413  10,754 

iRRISON  H  S  42  230,094  315,336  0  9,970  325,306  (95,211) 

WNIS  ELEM  267  970,387  717,549  52,863  89,832  860,243  110,144 

SNIS  H  S  119  662,706  560,394  0  36,971  597,365  65,341 


dunty  Totals 

1,007 

4,159,217 

3,778,675 

114,653 

322,430 

4,215 

,758 

i:C0NE  COUNTY 

CRCLE  ELEM 

287 

917,178 

754,027 

87,857 

37,649 

879 

534 

37,645 

CRCLE  H  S 

168 

921,145 

728,938 

28,504 

151,737 

909 

179 

11,966 

:airie  elk  e 

6 

32,577 

17,429 

463 

3,868 

21 

760 

10,818 

LOCKWAY  ELEM 

23 

83,848 

81,148 

1,559 

4,940 

87 

646 

(3,799) 

:>UTHVIEW  ELE 

8 

64,260 

17,429 

624 

15,785 

33 

838 

30,422 

IDA  ELEM 

28 

133,426 

85,709 

2,471 

40,549 

128 

730 

4,697 

unty  Totals    520 
f'AGHER  COUNTY 


2,152,434 


1,684,680 


121,478 


254,528 


2,060,686 


KNNEP  ELEM  14  30,593  42,141  0  575 

tilT  SULPHUR  S  226  739,825  635,243  14,159  49,484 

t!T  SULPHUR  S  106  621,367  509,587  17,375  49,404 

fNGLING  ELEM  5  34,897  34,857  0  424 


(•unty  Totals 
ifNERAL  COUNTY 


351 


1,426,681    1,221,829 


31,534 


99,887 


42 

717 

(12,123) 

698 

886 

40,939 

576 

367 

45,000 

35 

281 

(384) 

1,353,250 


J.LTESE  ELEM  3  26,849  17,429 
f.BERT0N  ELEM  150  579,247  455,922 
kBERTON  H  S      60      423,709      401,737 


0 

0 

17,429 

9,421 

0 

54,505 

510,427 

68,820 

0 

41,790 

443,528 

(19,819) 

A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Pro 

posed  Resources 

Local 

Total 

Resources 

Combined 

Needed 

General 

Foundation 

Special  Ed. 

Transp . 

Total 

To  Meet 

District  Name 

ANB 

Funds 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Current  Exp 

SUPERIOR  ELEM 

299 

1,036,006 

774,759 

68,348 

57,214 

900,321 

135,685 

SUPERIOR  H  S 

141 

627,588 

640,556 

0 

25,339 

665,895 

(38,307> 

ST  REGIS  ELEM 

133 

453,305 

411,054 

28,504 

30,072 

469,629 

(16,324) 

ST  REGIS  H  S 

50 

327,605 

357,347 

0 

13,206 

370,553 

(42,948^ 

County  Totals 

836 

3,474,308 

3,058,803 

96,852 

222,127 

3,377,782 

MISSOULA  COUNTY 

MISSOULA  ELEM 

5,185 

17,010,336 

13,412,968 

1,236,300 

938,877 

15,588,145 

1,422,192 

MISSOULA  H  S 

3,703 

15,514,436 

12,761,612 

1,072,284 

703,165 

14,537,061 

977,375 

HELLGATE  ELEM 

709 

1,952,704 

1,834,097 

184,998 

152,231 

2,171,326 

(218,623) 

LOLO  ELEM 

531 

1,464,306 

1,373,633 

111,641 

682 

1,485,956 

(21,649) 

POTOMAC  ELEM 

103 

424,181 

327,632 

49,025 

25,299 

401,956 

22,225 

BONNER  ELEM 

365 

1,106,724 

944,211 

94,367 

50,956 

1,089,534 

17,191 

WOODMAN  ELEM 

60 

263,132 

199,297 

20,902 

31,685 

251,884 

11,248 

DESMET  SCHOOL 

73 

297,955 

239,360 

19,725 

17,765 

276,850 

21,105! 

TARGET  RANGE 

445 

1,041,341 

1,151,161 

56,876 

31,699 

1,239,736 

(198,396) 

SUNSET  ELEM 

20 

69,999 

78,411 

11,233 

2,501 

92,144 

(22,145; 

CLINTON  ELEM 

261 

710,037 

706,136 

56,795 

60,923 

823,855 

(113,818 

SWAN  VALLEY  E 

60 

310,630 

199,297 

23,079 

61,676 

284,052 

26,578 

SEELEY  LAKE  E 

176 

566,725 

521,180 

46,196 

33,606 

600,982 

(34,257; 

FRENCHTOWN  EL 

492 

1,690,420 

1,272,744 

48,413 

126,498 

1,447,656 

242,765' 

FRENCHTOWN  H 

234 

1,252,300 

924,908 

14,225 

63,903 

1,003,036 

249,264 

County  Totals 

12,417 

43,675,227 

35,946,647 

3,046,060 

2,301,466 

41,294,173 



MUSSELSHELL  COUNTY 


MUSSELSHELL  E 

24 

136,466 

82,060 

3,487 

9,917 

95,464 

41,002 

ROUNDUP  ELEM 

550 

1 

,378,220 

1 

,422,783 

52,700 

74,215 

1 

,549,699 

(171,478 

ROUNDUP  H  S 

237 

1 

,050,719 

933,815 

45,110 

83,262 

1 

,062,187 

(11,468 

MELSTONE  ELEM 

68 

365,885 

224,083 

17,443 

19,660 

261,186 

104,699 

MELSTONE  H  S 

53 

391,268 

371,612 

0 

14,288 

385,900 

5,367 

County  Totals 

932 

3 

322,558 

3 

,034,353 

118,740 

201,342 

3 

,354,436 

! 

PARK  COUNTY 

3,931 

RICHLAND  ELEM 

12 

47,415 

39,228 

2,780 

1,477 

43,485 

LIVINGSTON  EL 

1,110 

3 

264,702 

2 

,871,436 

340,113 

91,747 

3 

303,295 

(38,5931 

PARK  H  S 

589 

2 

128,788 

2 

035,242 

109,092 

148,794 

2 

293,128 

(164.34L 

A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Pro 

posed  Resources 

Local 

Total 
Combined 

Resources 
Needed 

General 

Foundation 

Special  Ed. 

Transp. 

Total 

To  Meet 

strict  Name 

ANB 

Funds 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Current  Exp* 

iLDINER  ELEM 

108 

427,312 

341,912 

38,648 

23,318 

403,877 

23,435 

:je  creek  el 

29 

64,817 

86,622 

4,872 

492 

91,986 

(27,169) 

IDE  PARK  EL 

116 

348,462 

364,446 

40,599 

20,580 

425,625 

(77,163) 

]DE  PARK  H 

72 

327,503 

443,091 

0 

16,526 

459,617 

(132,115) 

LSALL  ELEM 

87 

321,896 

281,263 

26,432 

32,724 

340,419 

(18,523) 

\SALL  H  S 

45 

297,420 

331,767 

0 

30,971 

362,738 

(65,318) 

1LINGDALE  EL 

10 

27,193 

36,314 

1,528 

2,958 

40,800 

(13,607) 

iLDINER  H  S 

94 

450,270 

485,147 

0 

39,189 

524,335 

(74,065) 

ILOWHEAD  ELE 

50 

146,756 

167,723 

8,944 

12,872 

189,539 

(42,783) 

unty  Totals 

2,322 

7,852,535 

7,484,191 

573,007 

421,647 

8,478,845 

I.'ROLEUM  COUNTY 

ilNETT  ELEM 

80 

438,946 

260,472 

8,774 

105,360 

374,606 

64,340 

3NETT  H  S 

37 

332,666 

286,107 

0 

26,903 

313,010 

19,656 

jinty  Totals  117 

LLIPS   COUNTY 


771,612 


546,580 


8,774 


132,263 


687,616 


(SON  ELEM 

101 

309,886 

321,878 

25 

,545 

58,060 

405,483 

(95,598) 

&S0N  H  S 

39 

297,520 

298,052 

0 

30,377 

328,429 

(30,909) 

BOND  CRK  EL 

9 

29,681 

34,857 

1 

,721 

2,825 

39,404 

(9,722) 

jlDUSKY  ELEM 

5 

26,691 

34,857 

0 

3,481 

38,339 

(11,648) 

ir  PRAIRIE  E 

8 

25,872 

34,857 

0 

3,154 

38,011 

(12,139) 

fo  H  S 

43 

462,374 

320,903 

531 

56,993 

378,428 

83,946 

I.TA  ELEM 

461 

1 

,411,109 

1,192,551 

92 

758 

122,946 

1 

,408,255 

2,854 

MA  H  S 

248 

1 

,128,811 

965,835 

0 

48,048 

1 

,013,883 

114,928 

TEWATER  EL 

58 

356,256 

193,035 

8 

314 

44,525 

245,874 

110,382 

ITEWATER  H 

20 

289,744 

198,590 

0 

11,348 

209,938 

79,806 

b  ELEM 

76 

459,770 

248,448 

25 

835 

56,147 

330,430 

129,340 

Inty  Totals 

1,068 

4 

,797,712 

3,843,864 

154 

704 

437,904 

4 

,436,472 

llDERA  COUNTY 

fjlT  BUTTE  E 

141 

481,476 

432,385 

15 

665 

85,908 

533,958 

(52,482) 

I'UYER  ELEM 

32 

70,253 

89,359 

0 

2,651 

92,010 

(21,757) 

tfRAD  ELEM 

508 

1 

,766,849 

1,314,135 

183 

666 

79,844 

1 

,577,644 

189,205 

jlRAD  H  S 

249 

1 

,139,043 

968,697 

22 

639 

53,684 

1 

,045,019 

94,023 

tlER  ELEM 

183 

437,838 

538,055 

24 

482 

60,200 

622,737 

(184,899) 

negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
■undation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Pro 

posed  Resources 

Local 

Total 

Resources 

Combined 

Needed 

General 

Foundation 

Special  Ed. 

Transp . 

Total 

To  Meet 

District  Name 

ANB 

Funds 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Current  Ex; 

VALIER  H  S 

88 

436,579 

478,010 

0 

60,666 

538,676 

(102,096 

BRADY  ELEM 

76 

360,730 

248,448 

0 

34,607 

283,055 

77,675 

BRADY  H  S 

33 

296,064 

261,134 

0 

34,708 

295,842 

223 

MIAMI  ELEM 

19 

56,936 

77,498 

0 

0 

77,498 

(20,563 

County  Totals 

1,329 

5,045,768 

4,407,719 

246,452 

412,268 

5,066,438 

POWDER  RIVER   COUNTY 


POWDERVILLE  E 

9 

22,826 

34,857 

0 

802 

35,659 

(12, 

834 

BIDDLE  ELEM 

12 

43,695 

39,228 

0 

4,348 

43,576 

120 

BELLE  CREEK  E 

24 

221,950 

82,060 

0 

8,832 

90,892 

131 

058 

BEAR  CREEK  EL 

5 

18,053 

34,857 

0 

975 

35,832 

(17 

779 

BILLUP  ELEM 

6 

22,417 

34,857 

0 

1,006 

35,864 

(13, 

447 

BROADUS  ELEM 

257 

849,766 

698,407 

50 

894 

60,085 

809,386 

40, 

380 

POWDER  RVR  CO 

153 

1,203,583 

681,197 

33 

882 

261,424 

976,503 

227, 

080 

SO  STACEY  ELE 

4 

29,688 

34,857 

0 

1,432 

36,289 

(6, 

602 

HORKAN  CRK  EL 

11 

33,743 

37,771 

0 

3,707 

41,477 

(7, 

735 

County  Totals 

481 

2,445,720 

1,678,091 

84 

776 

342,610 

2,105,478 

POWELL  COUNTY 


DEER  LODGE  EL  689  2,388,260  1,782,360  158,701  171,150  2,112,211 

POWELL  CO  H  S  310  1,280,318  1,136,986  58,006  46,204  1,241,196 

OVANDO  ELEM  15  59,549  43,598  0  2,290  45,888 

HELMVILLE  ELE  27  75,218  84,797  0  10,261  95,058 

GARRISON  ELEM  28  77,688  85,709  0  7,138  92,848 

ELLISTON  ELEM  33  76,591  90,271  0  217  90,488 

AVON  ELEM  23  65,120  81,148  0  9,105  90,253 

GOLD  CREEK  EL  18  65,188  76,586  0  8,854  85,440 


County  Totals 

1,143 

4,087,931 

3,381,455 

216,707 

255,219 

3,853,381 

PRAIRIE  COUNTY 

TERRY  ELEM 

204 

629,072 

586,909 

43,291 

58,989 

689,189 

(60,117 

TERRY  H  S 

125 

562,841 

582,982 

0 

61,825 

644,806 

(81,965 

FALLON  ELEM 

20 

70,125 

78,411 

2,455 

2,343 

83,209 

(13,083 

County  Totals  349  1,262,038  1,248,301 


45,746 


123,157 


1,417,204 


*  A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


strict  Name     ANB 


Total 
Combined 
General 

Funds 


Proposed  Resources 


Foundation  Special  Ed.    Transp.       Total 
Payment      Payment     Payment     Payment 


Local 

Resources 

Needed 

To  Meet 

Current  Exp* 


L/ALLI  COUNTY 


HVALLIS  ELE 

542 

1,440,869 

1,402,088 

80,027 

92 

,174 

1 

,574,289 

(133,420) 

RVALLIS  H  S 

291 

793,251 

1,081,369 

24,000 

47 

,937 

1 

,153,306 

(360,055) 

rSVENSVILLE 

648 

1,630,049 

1,676,298 

69,039 

95 

,240 

1 

,840,577 

(210,527) 

fiVENSVILLE 

399 

1,199,600 

1,436,392 

77,260 

47 

884 

1 

,561,536 

(361,937) 

HILTON  ELEM 

819 

2,141,358 

2,118,654 

169,045 

101 

099 

2 

,388,797 

(247,439) 

HILTON  H  S 

487 

1,429,877 

1,720,584 

81,673 

61 

636 

1 

,863,893 

(434,016) 

r3T0R  ELEM 

202 

536,313 

582,370 

23,874 

27 

156 

633,400 

(97,087) 

CTOR  H  S 

88 

397,343 

478,010 

22,529 

28 

866 

529,404 

(132,061) 

I'lBY  ELEM 

403 

1,029,690 

1,042,512 

57,016 

72 

822 

1 

,172,351 

(142,661) 

KBY  H  S 

232 

800,681 

918,929 

19,048 

58 

849 

996,826 

(196,145) 

HE  ROCK  ELE 

155 

398,977 

468,787 

0 

39 

298 

508,085 

(109,108) 

:)RENCE-CARL 

427 

1,071,558 

1,104,597 

34,609 

81 

967 

1 

,221,174 

(149,616) 

:)RENCE-CARL 

183 

702,027 

773,279 

21,636 

49 

175 

844,090 

(142,064) 

ttnty  Totals  4,876 

:hland  county 


13,571,592   14,803,870 


679,756 


804,101   16,287,728 


)NEY  ELEM    1 

,271 

3,195,795 

3 

,287,923 

191,911 

97,046 

3 

,576,880 

(381,085) 

)NEY  H  S 

488 

1,809,041 

1 

,723,746 

12,221 

109,014 

1 

,844,980 

(35,939) 

S/AGE  ELEM 

133 

529,319 

411,054 

24,484 

79,394 

514,932 

14,387 

,/AGE  H  S 

67 

397,771 

427,440 

0 

23,981 

451,421 

(53,650) 

[)RS0N  ELEM 

18 

76,678 

76,586 

1,092 

18,370 

96,048 

(19,371) 

fRVIEW  ELEM 

318 

1,185,893 

822,628 

61,850 

159,855 

1 

,044,333 

141,561 

.[RVIEW  H  S 

201 

1,023,618 

822,000 

0 

113,739 

935,739 

87,879 

&  ELEM 

64 

288,428 

211,742 

3,900 

76,734 

292,377 

(3,948) 

tft.EE  BUTTES 

5 

30,357 

17,429 

468 

108 

18,005 

12,352 

KBERT  ELEM 

83 

464,184 

269,422 

15,717 

99,704 

384,843 

79,341 

,*BERT  H  S 

41 

395,339 

309,678 

0 

46,221 

355,899 

39,440 

unty  Totals   2 

,689 

9,396,422 

8 

,379,647 

311,642 

824,166 

9 

,515,456 

0SEVELT  COUNTY 

t)NTIER  ELEM 

158 

496,726 

476,435 

1,500 

37,993 

515,927 

(19,202) 

l?LAR  ELEM 

625 

2,667,331 

1 

,616,799 

209,278 

177,329 

2 

,003,406 

663,925 

PLAR  H  S 

223 

1,118,995 

891,610 

0 

38,555 

930,164 

188,831 

LBERTS0N  EL 

225 

773,061 

633,109 

35,550 

73,701 

742,360 

30,700 

LBERTSON  H 

70 

447,984 

437,101 

190 

20,357 

457,648 

(9,664) 

LF  POINT  EL 

709 

1,436,344 

1 

,834,097 

118,159 

47,349 

1 

999,605 

(563,261) 

.  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
mndation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Pro 

posed  Resources 

Local 

Total 

Resources 

Combined 

Needed 

General 

Foundation 

Special  Ed. 

Transp. 

Total 

To  Meet 

District  Name 

ANB 

Funds 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Current  Exp 

WOLF  POINT  H 

315 

1,065,125 

1,154,126 

3,323 

28,114 

1,185,563 

(120,438) 

BROCKTON  ELEM 

83 

182,531 

269,422 

20,369 

13,215 

303,006 

(120,475) 

BROCKTON  H  S 

39 

8,657 

298,052 

0 

13,628 

311,680 

(303,022) 

BAINVILLE  ELE 

75 

615,111 

245,425 

17,707 

38,081 

301,213 

313,898 

BAINVILLE  H  S 

41 

464,594 

309,678 

0 

35,335 

345,013 

119,581  : 

FRO ID  ELEM 

86 

415,301 

278,313 

16,327 

29,590 

324,229 

91,072  : 

FROID  H  S 

41 

380,506 

309,678 

0 

28,308 

337,987 

42,519  ; 

County  Totals 

2,690 

10,072,267 

8,753,846 

422,402 

581,554 

9,757,802 

ROSEBUD   COUNTY 

ROCK  SPRING  E  6  29,172  34,857  1,809  2,178  38,844 

BIRNEY  ELEM  16  55,457  60,050  0  5,433  65,483 

FORSYTH  ELEM  499  1,489,659  1,290,853  98,032  54,005  1,442,890 

FORSYTH  H  S  232  1,045,116  918,929  42,622  42,366  1,003,916 

LAME  DEER  ELE  328  1,220,588  848,496  162,233  74,901  1,085,630 

ROSEBUD  ELEM  82  362,118  266,445  22,980  32,259  321,684 

ROSEBUD  H  S  36  356,601  279,999  0  27,873  307,872 

COLSTRIP  ELEM  983  4,160,222  2,542,902  202,716  134,474  2,880,093 

C0LSTRIP  H  S  462  2,270,000  1,641,046  89,732  137,208  1,867,986 

ASHLAND  ELEM  113  399,395  356,041  13,589  37,233  406,863 

INGOMAR  ELEM  23  146,541  81,148  0  23,457  104,605 


I 

(9,671)' 
(10,026) 
46,769' 
41,199 
134,957 
40,433 
48,728 
1,280, 13( 
402, 01* 
(7,468! 
41,936 


County  Totals 

2,780 

11,534,868 

8,320,766 

633 

,713 

571,388 

9,525,867 

SANDERS  COUNTY 

PLAINS  ELEM 

345 

901,393 

892,473 

81, 

,158 

38,711 

1,012,343 

(110,950;: 

PLAINS  H  S 

176 

676,450 

753,010 

81 

51,186 

804,277 

(127,827J 

THOMPSON  FALL 

412 

1,326,160 

1,065,794 

77, 

,772 

92,256 

1,235,822 

90,338 

THOMPSON  FALL 

224 

819,785 

894,678 

0 

46,552 

941,230 

(121,445, 

TROUT  CRK  ELE 

76 

318,065 

248,448 

0 

36,098 

284,546 

33,520' 

PARADISE  ELEM 

44 

140,442 

148,464 

0 

14,216 

162,680 

(22,238 

DIXON  ELEM 

43 

98,604 

145,231 

0 

11,801 

157,032 

(58, 428 ! 

NOXON  ELEM 

171 

667,447 

508,946 

31, 

538 

57,602 

598,086 

69,361; 

NOXON  H  S 

99 

511,775 

488,612 

0 

47,520 

536,132 

(24,357 

CAMAS  PRAIRIE 

7 

38,348 

17,429 

0 

13,895 

31,324 

7,024 

HOT  SPRINGS  E 

173 

458,006 

513,858 

33, 

369 

58,708 

605,934 

(147,928; 

HOT  SPRINGS  H 

92 

387,015 

483,129 

0 

59,180 

542,309 

(155,294; 

County  Totals  1,862    6,343,492    6,160,072 


223,919 


527,724    6,911,714 


*  A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


istrict  Name  ANB 


Total 
Combined 
General 

Funds 


Proposed  Resources 


Foundation  Special  Ed.    Transp .      Total 
Payment      Payment     Payment     Payment 


Local 

Resources 

Needed 

To  Meet 

Current  Exp* 


HERIDAN  COUNTY 


ESTBY  ELEM  100 

ESTBY  H  S  53 

EDICINE  LK  E  184 

EDICINE  LK  H  68 

LENTYWOOD  EL  378 

LENTYWOOD  H  166 

JTLOOK  ELEM  53 

JTL00K  H  S  27 

IAWATHA  ELEM  21 


569,645 
515,722 
708,605 
563,058 
1,090,781 
913,450 
367,171 
298,518 
118,060 


319,020 
371,612 
540,441 
430,751 
977,840 
722,769 
177,265 
220,967 
79,323 


21,237 

0 
31,124 

0 
65,993 

0 
12,108 

0 
2,035 


39,432 
38,798 
72,038 
49,366 
90,820 
71,105 
38,272 
45,348 
13,231 


379,689 
410,410 
643,603 
480,117 
1,134,653 
793,874 
227,645 
266,314 
94,589 


189,956 

105,312 

65,002 

82,941 

(43,872) 

119,576 

139,525 

32,204 

23,471 


ounty  Totals 

1,050 

5 

,145 

011 

3 

,839 

987 

132 

,497 

458 

411 

4 

,430 

,896 

JILVER  BOW  COUNTY 

1ITTE  ELEM 

4,040 

13 

,293 

844 

10 

450 

991 

1,130 

272 

404 

300 

11 

,985 

563 

1,308,281 

liMSAY  ELEM 

107 

449 

515 

339 

068 

20 

674 

39 

630 

399 

372 

50,143 

1VIDE  ELEM 

14 

58 

183 

57 

136 

0 

1 

211 

58 

348 

(164) 

KLROSE  ELEM 

28 

73 

405 

85 

709 

0 

79 

85 

788 

(12,383) 

irTTE  H  S 

1,848 

7 

632 

265 

6 

368 

744 

677 

563 

196 

774 

7 

243 

080 

389,184 

(unty  Totals   6,037 
i'lLLWATER  COUNTY 


21,507,211   17,301,648   1,828,508 


641,994   19,772,151 


LRK  CITY  ELE  226  530,795  635,243  23,787  13,543  672,573  (141,778) 

IRK  CITY  H  S  106  391,397  509,587  0  17,175  526,762  (135,365) 

CLUMBUS  ELEM  317  976,515  820,041  79,434  55,139  954,614  21,901 

CLUMBUS  H  S  157  640,568  694,261  0  55,197  749,457  (108,889) 

FEDPOINT  ELE  41  123,196  138,746  0  15,495  154,240  (31,044) 

FEDPOINT  H  S  18  185,302  198,590  0  15,224  213,814  (28,511) 

KLT  ELEM  15  40,087  43,598  0  638  44,236  (4,150) 

ISHTAIL  ELEM  14  51,301  57,136  0  13,000  70,136  (18,835) 

IE  ELEM  11  27,204  37,771  0  1,468  39,239  (12,035) 

FPELJE  ELEM  63  214,696  208,641  7,000  32,000  247,641  (32,945) 

EPELJE  H  S  19  225,488  198,590  0  16,914  215,504  9,984 

ASAROKEE  ELE  177  572,022  523,609  27,570  54,231  605,410  (33,388) 

ASAROKEE  H  S  102  457,478  493,441  0  27,578  521,019  (63,541) 


Cunty  Totals   1,266    4,436,050    4,559,252 

*V  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
oundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 


137,791 


317,602 


5,014,645 


1-17 


APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


District  Name  ANB 


Proposed  Resources 

Local 

Total 

Resource 

Combined 

Needed 

General 

Foundation  Special  Ed.    Transp . 

Total 

To  Meet 

Funds 

Payment      Payment     Payment 

Payment 

Current  E: 

SWEET  GRASS  COUNTY 


BIG  TIMBER  EL  379  901,289  980,427  59,160  26,940  1,066,527 

MELVILLE  ELEM  27  50,555  84,797  0  8,444  93,241 

GREYCLIFF  ELE  12  42,815  39,228  0  1,089  40,317 

MCLEOD  ELEM  12  36,334  39,228  0  2,085  41,312 

BRIDGE  ELEM  7  23,049  17,429  0  892  18,321 

SWEET  GRASS  C  190  870,336  792,808  34,028  96,080  922,916 


County  Totals  1,003    4,382,922    3,267,120 

TREASURE  COUNTY 


211,763 


250,559 


3,729,443 


(165,238 

(42,686 

2,498 

(4,979 

4,728 

(52,580 


County  Totals 

627 

1,924,377 

1,953,916 

93 

,188 

135,530 

2,182,634 

TETON  COUNTY 

CHOTEAU  ELEM 

301 

961,051 

778,651 

91 

,743 

71,712 

942,105 

18,946' 

CHOTEAU  H  S 

179 

826,964 

761,788 

170 

65,653 

827,611 

(646;1 

BYNUM  ELEM 

24 

62,947 

82,060 

0 

7,185 

89,245 

(26,298; 

FAIRFIELD  ELE 

211 

539,700 

602,604 

72 

256 

37,251 

712,110 

(172,410; 

FAIRFIELD  H  S 

137 

580,790 

626,525 

0 

34,634 

661,159 

(80,369; 

DUTTON  ELEM 

83 

381,725 

269,422 

20 

700 

42,488 

332,610 

49,116 

DUTTON  H  S 

47 

372,287 

342,270 

0 

12,520 

354,790 

17,497 

POWER  ELEM 

93 

361,794 

298,827 

6 

,694 

29,336 

334,858 

26, 936 l 

POWER  H  S 

51 

302,222 

362,192 

1 

596 

12,837 

376,626 

(74,404} 

GOLDEN  RIDGE 

19 

68,425 

77,498 

0 

11,934 

89,432 

(21,008} 

PENDROY  ELEM 

15 

34,042 

43,598 

0 

710 

44,309 

(10,267; 

GREENFIELD  EL 

67 

213,015 

221,007 

0 

35,254 

256,261 

(43,246) 

County  Totals 

1,227 

4,704,962 

4,466,442 

193 

158 

361,514 

5,021,115 

TOOLE  COUNTY 

SUNBURST  ELEM 

176 

690,359 

521,180 

29 

970 

38,515 

589,665 

100,694 

SUNBURST  H  S 

85 

738,423 

473,222 

73 

901 

75,294 

622,418 

116,005' 

KEVIN  ELEM 

23 

106,974 

81,148 

0 

5,260 

86,408 

20,566 

SHELBY  ELEM 

466 

1,509,246 

1,205,486 

82 

151 

45,056 

1,332,692 

176,554 

SHELBY  H  S 

212 

1,179,925 

857,307 

17 

961 

61,082 

936,350 

243,574 

GALATA  ELEM 

37 

132,310 

93,920 

7 

780 

21,951 

123,651 

8,659 

NICKOL  ELEM 

4 

25,686 

34,857 

0 

3,401- 

38,258 

(12,572) 

A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Proposed  Resources  Local 

Total  - Resources 

Combined  Needed 

General  Foundation     Special   Ed.        Transp .  Total              To  Meet 

trict  Name     ANB                 Funds  Payment              Payment            Payment  Payment        Current  Exp* 

SHAM  ELEM               139               482,650  427,088                           0               65,147  492,235             (9,585) 

BHAM  H  S                   57              410,720  389,368               24,933               23,851  438,152          (27,432) 

anty  Totals          196               893,370  816,456               24,933               88,997  930,386 

jLEY  COUNTY 


kSGOW  ELEM 

750 

2,632,613 

1,940,159 

112 

,418 

101 

426 

2,154,004 

478,609 

ASGOW  h  s 

345 

1,791,511 

1,255,906 

30 

,480 

98 

398 

1,384,784 

406,727 

KZER  ELEM 

115 

533,604 

361,651 

42 

878 

17 

710 

422,238 

111,366 

KZER  H  S 

48 

176,840 

347,386 

0 

15 

741 

363,127 

(186,287) 

"IS DALE  ELEM 

74 

322,433 

242,396 

16 

807 

21 

312 

280,514 

41,919 

:iSDALE  H  S 

34 

325,297 

267,513 

0 

20 

762 

288,274 

37,023 

iiEIM  ELEM 

104 

461,047 

330,500 

83 

52 

361 

382,944 

78,103 

BEIM  H  S 

50 

475,402 

357,347 

0 

51 

042 

408,389 

67,013 

»JHUA  ELEM 

149 

559,267 

453,331 

46 

901 

35 

554 

535,786 

23,481 

riHUA  H  S 

75 

486,959 

451,398 

17 

942 

31 

704 

501,044 

(14,086) 

SPECK  ELEM 

33 

110,337 

90,271 

0 

24 

90,295 

20,043 

KTRE  ELEM 

72 

361,318 

236,318 

23 

102 

57 

010 

316,430 

44,888 

tinty  Totals   1,849 
^ATLAND  COUNTY 


8,236,627 


6,334,175 


290,610 


503,043 


7,127,828 


It  DOT  ELEM 

6 

32,065 

17,429 

0 

3 

018 

20,446 

11,619 

kLOWTON  ELE 

194 

553,340 

563,976 

23,043 

12 

572 

599,591 

(46,251) 

».L0WT0N  H  S 

115 

629,499 

545,033 

0 

69 

718 

614,751 

14,748 

MMUT  ELEM 

13 

29,046 

40,685 

0 

761 

41,446 

(12,400) 

IHTH  GAP  EL 

82 

262,711 

266,445 

7,685 

21 

647 

295,777 

(33,066) 

BTH  GAP  H 

26 

209,158 

213,956 

0 

23 

753 

237,709 

(28,551) 

tnty  Totals 

436 

1,715 

,819 

1,647 

523 

30,728 

131,468 

1,809 

719 

IAUX  COUNTY 

IAUX  ELEM 

192 

681 

319 

559 

317 

38,774 

40,906 

638 

997 

42,321 

^AUX  H  S 

93 

528 

458 

484 

183 

0 

52,424 

536 

607 

(8,149) 

rnty  Totals    285 
ILOWSTONE  COUNTY 


1,209,776  1,043,500 


38,774 


93.330 


1,175,604 


.negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
lundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Pro 

posed  Resources 

Local 

Total 

Resources 

Combined 

Needed 

General 

Foundation 

Special  Ed. 

Transp . 

Total 

To  Meet 

District  Name 

ANB 

Funds 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Current  Exp 

BILLINGS  ELEM 

10 

,416 

33,437,364 

26,944,932 

3,264,180 

1,230,087 

31,439,199 

1,998,165 

BILLINGS  H  S 

5 

,374 

19,214,123 

18,520,363 

1,478,785 

966,174 

20,965,321 

(1,751,199) 

LOCKWOOD  ELEM 

1 

,199 

3,310,763 

3,101,668 

172,723 

150,469 

3,424,860 

(114,096) 

BLUE  CREEK  EL 

85 

210,370 

275,356 

244 

6,168 

281,768 

(71,398) 

CANYON  CRK  EL 

228 

623,775 

639,493 

25,382 

53,939 

718,814 

(95,038) 

LAUREL  ELEM 

1 

,318 

3,750,135 

3,409,507 

172,303 

152,159 

3,733,969 

16,167 

LAUREL  H  S 

554 

2,086,461 

1,929,056 

58,179 

119,874 

2,107,109 

(20,648) 

ELDER  GROVE  E 

154 

348,690 

466,226 

435 

8,529 

475,190 

(126,500) 

CUSTER  ELEM 

75 

326,050 

245,425 

16,267 

31,668 

293,360 

32,689 

CUSTER  H  S 

43 

306,274 

320,903 

0 

31,771 

352,674 

(46,400) 

MORIN  ELEM 

28 

115,299 

85,709 

128 

22,991 

108,829 

6,470 

BROADVIEW  ELE 

94 

406,837 

301,731 

11,248 

40,930 

353,909 

52,928 

BROADVIEW  H  S 

34 

332,550 

267,513 

0 

39,518 

307,031 

25,520 

ELYS IAN  ELEM 

68 

207,885 

224,083 

0 

1,196 

225,278 

(17,393) 

HUNTLEY  PROJ 

476 

1,483,947 

1,231,354 

58,062 

180,689 

1,470,105 

13,842 

HUNTLEY  PROJ 

225 

852,764 

897,739 

0 

71,018 

968,756 

(115,992) 

SHEPHERD  ELEM 

425 

966,014 

1,099,424 

24,564 

53,273 

1,177,260 

(211,246) 

SHEPHERD  H  S 

250 

878,716 

971,549 

29,936 

50,813 

1,052,298 

(173,582) 

PIONEER  ELEM 

97 

263,613 

310,405 

333 

13,045 

323,783 

(60,170) 

INDEPENDENT  E 

148 

320,323 

450,734 

1,030 

4,077 

455,841 

(135,518) 

County  Totals 

21 

291 

69,441,952 

61,693,168 

5,313,799 

3,228,388 

70,235,355 

Grand  Totals  150 

811 

522,314,040 

462,399,524 

30,721,103 

29,193,391 

522,314,018 

A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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EXPLANATION  OF  APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTIRCT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


The  attached  appendix  details  the  effect  of  the  Public  School  Financing 
Advisory  Council's  funding  proposal.  This  proposal  was  adopted  by  the  council 
on  September  26,  1988.  The  appendix  is  sorted  alphabetically  by  county. 

Column  one,  District  Name,  lists  both  the  county  name  and  the  name  of  each 
district  within  that  county. 

Column  two,  Local  Resources  needed  to  Meet  Current  Expenditures,  subtracts 
the  total  foundation  program  payment  found  in  Appendix  I,  column  seven,  from 
the  total  combined  general  fund  amount,  found  in  Appendix  I,  column  three. 
This  gives  the  amount  that  a  district  needs  to  meet  its  current  expenditure 
level.  A  negative  amount  means  that  district  will  receive  more  from  the 
foundation  program  than  it  currently  spends.  The  district  could  increase 
spending  by  that  amount  without  a  voted  levy.  A  positive  amount  means  that  a 
district  will  require  a  voted  levy  to  maintain  current  expenditure  levels. 

Column  three,  Current  Mill  Levy,  is  the  number  of  mills  that  was  levied  in 
FY87  in  each  district  for  the  mandatory  45  mills,  the  permissive  levy, 
general  fund,  retirement  fund,  comprehensive  insurance,  transportation,  etc. 

Column  four,  PL-874  funds  available,  is  the  PL-874  money  distributed  to  a 
district  in  FY87  from  the  federal  government  in  lieu  of  property  taxes.  This 
money  is  applied  to  lessen  the  local  resources  needed  to  meet  current 
expenditures. 

Column  five,  Proposed  Local  Mills,  divides  the  resources  needed  by  a  district 
after  application  of  PL-874  funds  by  the  taxable  valuation  of  the  district. 
The  result  is  the  mill  levy  required  to  maintain  current  expenditures. 

Column  six,  Proposed  Statewide  Mills,  is  the  distribution  of  the  140  mill 
statewide  levy  which  will  fund  the  council's  proposal.  The  distribution  is 
87  mills  to  elementary  districts,  53  mills  to  high  school  districts.  The 
proportion  is  the  same  as  the  current  45  mill  county  levy  where  28  mills  are 
levied  for  the  benefit  of  elementary  districts  and  17  mills  for  high  school 
districts. 

Column  seven,  Total  Proposed  Levy,  adds  the  amounts  in  columns  five  and  six. 

Column  eight,  Difference  Between  Proposed  and  Actual  Mills,  subtracts  the 
current  mill  levy  from  the  proposed  mill  levy  and  results  in  either  the 
additional  mills  that  would  be  needed  by  a  district  or  the  number  of  mills 
that  would  be  reduced  under  the  proposal. 


Local 
Resources 
Needed 
To  Meet 


APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Current 
Mill 


trict  Name  Current  Exp*   Levy 


Difference 
PL-874     Proposed  Proposed    Total     Between 
Funds       Local   Statewide  Proposed   Proposed  & 
Available     Mills     Mills     Levy    Actual  Mills 


EAVERHEAD  COUNTY 


GANT  ELEM 

(18 

,128) 

55 

59 

ELLON  ELEM 

(52 

,329) 

100 

78 

IAVERHEAD  CO 

98 

,143 

97 

07 

KSE  RIVER  ELE 

(20 

991) 

53 

09 

IMA  ELEM 

(30 

239) 

53 

24 

IMA  H  S 

(113 

807) 

72 

93 

KSDOM  ELEM 

(61 

780) 

36 

28 

FLARIS  ELEM 

7 

124 

45 

58 

JCKSON  ELEM 

(21 

012) 

64 

94 

RICHLE  ELEM 

(4 

016) 

73 

71 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
282 
0 
0 
0 


0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

7.61 

53.00 

60.61 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

21.10 

87.00 

108.10 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

31.41 

(13.78) 

(36.46) 

33.91 

33.76 

(19.93) 

50.72 

62.52 

22.06 

13.29 


lunty  Totals 
EC,  HORN  COUNTY 


1,282 


SUIRREL  CRK  E 

8,628 

33.59 

0 

0.09 

87.00 

87.09 

53.50 

FYOR  ELEM 

38,973 

54.29 

266 

,852 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

32.71 

CMMUNITY  ELEM 

(640) 

54.40 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

32.60 

IRDIN  ELEM 

(98,884) 

42.20 

1,327 

,047 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

44.80 

EC  BEND  ELEM 

(12,322) 

41.03 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

45.97 

LDCE  GRASS  EL 

(376,095) 

76.76 

1,031 

957 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

10.24 

I0LA  ELEM 

148,109 

43.97 

279 

414 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

43.03 

RDIN  H  S 

(149,820) 

41.40 

582 

853 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

11.60 

Idce  grass  h 

276,215 

30.14 

609 

400 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

22.86 

EENTY  COUPS  H 

159,793 

79.09 

419 

920 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(26.09) 

lunty  Totals 

4,517 

443 

EA1NE  COUNTY 

IINOOK  ELEM 

236,710 

67.36 

0 

13.57 

87.00 

100.57 

33.21 

CINOOK  H  S 

219,823 

39.08 

0 

6.31 

53.00 

59.31 

20.23 

[RLEM  ELEM 

(194,487) 

49.14 

573 

519 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

37.86 

[ri.em  h  s 

(134,944) 

27.14 

234 

789 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

25.86 

[.EVE LAND  ELEM 

2,158 

42.52 

0 

0.63 

87.00 

87.63 

45.11 

rich  ELEM 

(46,660) 

45.13 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

41.87 

,0YD  ELEM 

(16,961) 

38.83 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

48.17 

CW  ISLAND  TRA 

(8,272) 

43.63 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

43.37 

JRNER  ELEM 

37,503 

130.97 

0 

19.69 

87.00 

106.69 

(24.28) 

lRNER  H  S 

37,656 

81.07 

0 

16.92 

53.00 

69.92 

(11.15) 

\  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 

Resources 

Difference 

Needed 

Current 

PL-874 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Between 

To  Meet 

Mill 

Funds 

Local 

Statewide 

Proposed 

Proposed  & 

District  Name  Current  Exp* 

Levy 

Available 

Mills 

Mills 

Levy 

Actual  Mills 

HAYS -LODGE  POL 

(244,727) 

37.24 

725,411 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

49.76 

BEAR  PAW  ELEM 

(13,448) 

39.10 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

47.90 

HAYS -LODGE  POL 

(109,231) 

24.22 

428,244 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

28.78 

N  HARLEM  COLON 

(10,938) 

91.89 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(4.89) 

County  Totals 

1,961,963 

BROADWATER  COUNTY 


TOWNS END  ELEM 

(279,897) 

61.22 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

25.78 

CROW  CREEK  EL 

(7,836) 

48.76 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

38.24 

TOSTON  ELEM 

(27,340) 

50.98 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

36.02 

BROADWATER  CO 

(146,202) 

51.27 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

1.73 

County  Totals 

0 

CARBON  COUNTY 

RED  LODGE  ELEM 

(11,381) 

103.19 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(16.19) 

RED  LODGE  H  S 

33,406 

68.53 

0 

5.20 

53.00 

58.20 

(10.33) 

BRIDGER  ELEM 

64,651 

87.40 

0 

10.58 

87.00 

97.58 

10.18 

BRIDGER  H  S 

50,836 

80.99 

0 

8.32 

53.00 

61.32 

(19.67) 

J0LIET  ELEM 

(103,550) 

102.17 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(15.17) 

J0LIET  H  S 

(23,178) 

87.62 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(34.62) 

JACKSON  ELEM 

(7,370) 

72.35 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

14.65 

LUTHER  ELEM 

(3,615) 

69.88 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

17.12 

ROBERTS  ELEM 

(34,645) 

107.70 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(20.70) 

ROBERTS  H  S 

(81,641) 

100.75 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(47.75) 

BOYD  ELEM 

1,236 

65.15 

0 

3.26 

87.00 

90.26 

25.11 

FROMBERG  ELEM 

(82,560) 

69.57 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

17.43 

FROMBERG  H  S 

(128,880) 

99.33 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(46.33) 

EDGAR  ELEM 

15,353 

97.88 

0 

18.42 

87.00 

105.42 

7.54 

BELFRY  ELEM 

186,635 

69.37 

0 

16.75 

87.00 

103.75 

34.38 

BELFRY  H  S 

48,028 

46.30 

0 

4.31 

53.00 

57.31 

11.01 

County  Totals 
CARTER  COUNTY 


HAMMOND -BOX  EL 
JOHNSTON   ELEM 
ALBION   ELEM 


11,865 

45.76 

0 

12.69 

87.00 

99.69 

53.93 

2,933 

78.06 

0 

7.33 

87.00 

94.33 

16.27 

(1,561) 

58.35 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

28.65 

A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 
Resources 
Needed 
To  Meet 


Current 
Mill 


!) strict  Name  Current  Exp*   Levy 


Difference 
PL- 874     Proposed  Proposed    Total     Between 
Funds       Local   Statewide  Proposed   Proposed  & 
Available     Mills     Mills     Levy    Actual  Mills 


P4E  HILL-PLAI 

11,661 

66.37 

0 

23.65 

87.00 

110.65 

44.28 

I^LAKA  ELEM 

81,757 

104.12 

0 

38.63 

87.00 

125.63 

21.51 

I)GE  ELEM 

(3,816) 

70.85 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

16.15 

BADA  ELEM 

(15,938) 

46.68 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

40.32 

:iTER  CO  H   S 

(47,816) 

54.41 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(1.41) 

jinty  Totals 

0 

1 5 CADE  COUNTY 

32AT   FALLS   EL 

660,907 

150.39 

926,248 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(63.39) 

EAT  FALLS  H 

(406,264) 

91.15 

236,513 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(38.15) 

15CADE   ELEM 

(52,317) 

91.79 

1,175 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(4.79) 

:>CADE  H   S 

(30,165) 

69.39 

904 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(16.39) 

UTERVILLE  EL 

(114,338) 

101.54 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(14.54) 

KTERVILLE  H 

(85,098) 

82.22 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(29.22) 

m   ELEM 

64,172 

93.16 

851 

9.91 

87.00 

96.91 

3.75 

IT  H  S 

16,230 

81.79 

637 

3.92 

53.00 

56.92 

(24.87) 

1  SHAW- SIMMS 

(22,065) 

168.14 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(81.14) 

llMS   H  S 

(36,345) 

103.60 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(50.60) 

f.JGHN  ELEM 

(48,313) 

132.28 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(45.28) 

1  ELEM 

(51,279) 

127.53 

61 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(40.53) 

)'P   CREEK  ELE 

(6,458) 

77.46 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

9.54 

PI  RIVER  ELEM 

(42,980) 

119.16 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(32.16) 

Ilinty  Totals 
DUTEAU  COUNTY 


1,166,390 


r BENTON  ELEM  148,514  107.44 

I  BENTON  H  S  124,641  68.26 

[lA  ELEM  13,624  54.31 

13  SANDY  ELEM  83,734  80.55 

13  SANDY  H  S  81,647  57.63 

llRICK  ELEM  (9,870)  40.73 

I3HW00D  ELEM  62,583  111.04 

I3HW00D  H  S  40,310  86.18 

JIALDINE   ELEM  148,205  94.67 

)*ALDINE  H  S  (11,947)  68.41 

RTER  ELEM  7,051  50.74 

EES  ELEM  (1,473)  39.13 

NTON  LAKE  EL  3,499  51.59 


24.50 

87 

.00 

111 

.50 

11.17 

53 

.00 

64 

.17 

8.79 

87 

.00 

95 

.79 

11.15 

87 

.00 

98 

.15 

8.10 

53 

.00 

61 

.10 

0.00 

87 

.00 

87 

00 

25.83 

87 

.00 

112 

83 

14.74 

53 

.00 

67 

74 

34.24 

87 

00 

121 

24 

0.00 

53 

00 

53 

00 

3.96 

87 

00 

90 

96 

0.00 

87 

00 

87 

00 

2.76 

87 

00 

89 

76 

4.06 

(4.09) 

41.48 

17.60 

3.47 

46.27 

1.79 

(18.44) 

26.57 
(15.41) 
40.22 
47.87 
38.17 


I  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
Mindation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 

Resources 

Needed 

To  Meet 


Current 
Mill 


District  Name  Current  Exp*   Levy 


PL-874     Proposed  Proposed    Total 
Funds       Local   Statewide  Proposed 
Available     Mills     Mills     Levy 


Difference 

Between 

Proposed  & 

Actual  Mills 


County  Totals 
CUSTER  COUNTY 


MILES  CITY  ELE 

160,559 

161.92 

8,760 

14.38 

87.00 

101.38 

(60.54) 

KIRCHER  ELEM 

(80,033) 

65.90 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

21.10 

GARLAND  ELEM 

(11,670) 

59.82 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

27.18 

TRAIL  CREEK  EL 

(12,395) 

65.82 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

21.18 

HKT- BASIN  SPR 

6,388 

69.80 

0 

14.97 

87.00 

101.97 

32.17 

COTTONWOOD  EL 

(36,880) 

65.72 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

21.28 

WHITNEY  CRK  EL 

(11,049) 

78.39 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

8.61 

MOON  CREEK  EL 

(14,300) 

61.53 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

25.47 

KINSEY  ELEM 

(51,731) 

102.43 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(15.43) 

TWIN  BUTTES  EL 

(7,739) 

61.14 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

25.86 

S  Y  ELEM 

(10,048) 

69.02 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

17.98 

S  H- FOSTER  CRK 

(10,967) 

68.04 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

18.96 

CUSTER  CO  H  S 

(51,990) 

82.59 

5,314 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(29.59) 

County  Totals 

14,074 

DANIELS  COUNTY 

SCOBEY  ELEM 

54,971 

104.70 

0 

11.97 

87.00 

98.97 

(5.73) 

SCOBEY  H  S 

136,483 

103.76 

0 

29.72 

53.00 

82.72 

(21.04) 

PEERLESS  ELEM 

32,490 

91.73 

0 

20.68 

87.00 

107.68 

15.95 

PEERLESS  H  S 

(75,520) 

77.13 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(24.13) 

FLAXVILLE  ELEM 

37,594 

90.52 

0 

18.29 

87.00 

105.29 

14.77 

FLAXVILLE  H  S 

14,392 

83.24 

0 

7.00 

53.00 

60.00 

(23.24) 

County  Totals 

0 

DAWSON  COUNTY 

GLENDIVE  ELEM 

(86,721) 

100.84 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(13.84) 

DAWSON  CO  H  S 

311,171 

77.78 

0 

13.32 

53.00 

66.32 

(11.46) 

UPPER  CRACKERB 

13,884 

52.24 

0 

4.97 

87.00 

91.97 

39.73 

BLOOMFIELD  ELE 

12,700 

55.05 

0 

4.73 

87.00 

91.73 

36.68 

LINDSAY  ELEM 

(16,977) 

62.71 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

24.29 

RICHEY  ELEM 

104,789 

113.67 

0 

36.56 

87.00 

123.56 

9.89 

RICHEY  H  S 

32,942 

59.75 

0 

6.35 

53.00 

59.35 

(0.40) 

DEER  CREEK  ELE 

(22,902) 

54.09 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

32.91 

A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 
Resources 
Needed     Current 

I  To  Meet      Mill 

strict  Name  Current  Exp*   Levy 
:::::::::::::::::::::: 


Difference 
PL-874     Proposed  Proposed    Total     Between 
Funds       Local    Statewide  Proposed   Proposed  & 
Available     Mills     Mills     Levy    Actual  Mills 


Cunty  Totals 

|(ER  LODGE  COUNTY 

|\CONDA  ELEM   (231,070) 
|\C0NDA  H  S    (368,734) 


90.39 
139.96 


4,739 
0 


0.00 
0.00 


87.00 
53.00 


87.00 
53.00 


(3.39) 
(86.96) 


Lnty  Totals 

4,739 

(llon  COUNTY 

KER  ELEM 

555,789 

45.01 

0 

11.58 

87.00 

98.58 

53.57 

KEF  H  S 

678,233 

28.49 

0 

7.17 

53.00 

60.17 

31.68 

RTILE  PRAIRI 

101,602 

32.04 

0 

2.18 

87.00 

89.18 

57.14 

EVNA  ELEM 

132,489 

35.14 

0 

3.81 

87.00 

90.81 

55.67 

(iVNA  H  S 

18,473 

21.70 

0 

0.53 

53.00 

53.53 

31.83 

Ijanty  Totals 

0 

hGUS   COUNTY 

UISTOWN  ELEM 

(77,508) 

138.86 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(51.86) 

Igus  h  s 

9,245 

88.47 

0 

0.85 

53.00 

53.85 

(34.62) 

[[DEN  ELEM 

(9,290) 

123.61 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(36.61) 

l)0KS  ELEM 

(8,814) 

68.82 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

18.18 

fcRFIELD  ELEM 

(39,658) 

55.25 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

31.75 

llTONWOOD  ELE 

(13,832) 

55.23 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

31.77 

ILsS  RANGE  EL 

13,736 

117.70 

0 

10.19 

87.00 

97.19 

(20.51) 

LSS  RANGE  H 

16,336 

111.32 

0 

11.05 

53.00 

64.05 

(47.27) 

NG  COLONY  EL 

(13,702) 

57.52 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

29.48 

|)RE  ELEM 

7,659 

110.69 

0 

3.69 

87.00 

90.69 

(20.00) 

l)RE  H  S 

(51,551) 

72.91 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(19.91) 

IjGER  ELEM 

(5,915) 

78.13 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

8.87 

U   ELEM 

17,419 

146.25 

0 

17.01 

87.00 

104.01 

(42.24) 

If  H  S 

(40,196) 

129.85 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(76.85) 

NTON  ELEM 

(19,940) 

98.71 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(11.71) 

■TON  H  S 

(23,516) 

69.25 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(16.25) 

IlING  CRK  COL 

(14,447) 

61.45 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

25.55 

MI FRED  ELEM 

(22,036) 

91.67 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(4.67) 

MI  FRED  H  S 

10,055 

73.02 

0 

4.46 

53.00 

57.46 

(15.56) 

(SRS  ELEM 

(12,974) 

76.65 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

10.35 

U  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
oundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 
Resources 
Needed     Current     PL- 874 
To  Meet      Mill      Funds 
District  Name  Current  Exp*   Levy    Available 


Difference 
Proposed  Proposed    Total     Between 
Local   Statewide  Proposed   Proposed  & 
Mills     Mills     Levy    Actual  Mills 


County  Totals 
FLATHEAD  COUNTY 


DEER  PARK  ELEM 

(112,301) 

60.85 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

26.15 

FAIR-MONT-EGAN 

(130,172) 

55.08 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

31.92 

SWAN  RIVER  EL 

(156,046) 

55.04 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

31.96 

KALI SPELL  ELEM 

95,147 

115.65 

0 

3.80 

87.00 

90.80 

(24.85) 

FLATHEAD  H  S 

(529,786) 

76.51 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(23.51) 

COLUMBIA  FALLS 

(303,318) 

78.03 

20,381 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

8.97 

COLUMBIA  FALLS 

(187,262) 

56.79 

12,229 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(3.79) 

CRESTON  ELEM 

(73,119) 

65.84 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

21.16 

CAYUSE  PRAIRIE 

(140,867) 

76.85 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

10.15 

HELENA  FLATS  E 

(118,644) 

98.31 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(11.31) 

KILA  ELEM 

(92,780) 

61.75 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

25.25 

BATAVIA  ELEM 

(134,310) 

49.50 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

37.50 

PLEASANT  VALLE 

(7,530) 

49.00 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

38.00 

SOMERS  ELEM 

(48,278) 

65.59 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

21.41 

BIGFORK  ELEM 

(21,242) 

85.05 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

1.95 

BIGFORK  H  S 

(124,688) 

59.45 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(6.45) 

BOORMAN  ELEM 

(56,624) 

53.48 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

33.52 

WHITEFISH  ELEM 

(265,008) 

94.67 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(7.67) 

WHITEFISH  H  S 

(186,563) 

68.40 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(15.40) 

EVERGREEN  ELEM 

(237,895) 

88.53 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(1.53) 

MARION  ELEM 

(85,305) 

77.11 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

9.89 

OLNEY- BIS SELL 

(74,409) 

69.35 

133 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

17.65 

MOUNTAIN  BROOK 

(50,279) 

90.87 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(3.87) 

WEST  VALLEY  EL 

(157,624) 

57.82 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

29.18 

County  Totals 

32,744 

GALLATIN  COUNTY 

LOGAN  ELEM 

(16,484) 

55.44 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

31.56 

MANHATTAN  ELEM 

(115,425) 

104.18 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(17.18) 

MANHATTAN  H  S 

(49,582) 

71.46 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(18.46) 

BOZEMAN  ELEM 

639,391 

123.84 

5,799 

18.39 

87.00 

105.39 

(18.45) 

BOZEMAN  H  S 

124,734 

77.75 

2,480 

2.86 

53.00 

55.86 

(21.89) 

WILLOW  CREEK  E 

53,834 

68.34 

0 

47.24 

87.00 

134.24 

65.90 

WILLOW  CREEK  H 

(71,675) 

41.59 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

11.41 

SPRINGHILL  EL 

(11,389) 

58.14 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

28.86 

A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 

Resources 

Difference 

Needed 

Current 

PL- 874 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Between 

To  Meet 

Mill 

Funds 

Local 

Statewide 

Proposed 

Proposed  & 

B 

strict  Name  Current  Exp* 

Levy 

Available 

Mills 

Mills 

Levy 

Actual  Mills 

rTONWOOD  EL 

(10,426) 

57.19 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

29.81 

I 

IEE  FORKS  EL 

(28,350) 

81.23 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

5.77 

r 

tEE  FORKS  H 

(78,516) 

60.66 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(7.66) 

p 

»S  CREEK  ELE 

(9,367) 

56.09 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

30.91 

i 

NORTON  EL 

(55,939) 

95.87 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(8.87) 

t 

.LATIN  GTWY 

(69,165) 

91.98 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(4.98) 

PERSON  ELEM 

(56,318) 

107.75 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(20.75) 

L  MOTTE  ELEM 

(11,948) 

58.85 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

28.15 

IXRADE  ELEM 

(334,664) 

104.92 

2,519 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(17.92) 

J  .GRADE  H  S 

(214,579) 

70.58 

649 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(17.58) 

i 

J1B0RG  ELEM 

9,802 

80.71 

0 

23.37 

87.00 

110.37 

29.66 

J 

YELLOWSTONE 

160,009 

123.22 

8,177 

46.32 

87.00 

133.32 

10.10 

YELLOWSTONE 

47,809 

90.10 

0 

14.58 

53.00 

67.58 

(22.52) 

HIR  ELEM 

14,348 

66.95 

0 

5.18 

87.00 

92.18 

25.23 

V 

5TERDAM  ELEM 

(38,875) 

55.08 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

31.92 

J 

mty  Totals 

19,624 

AFIELD  COUNTY 


RDAN  ELEM 

(15,460) 

93.61 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(6.61) 

UFIELD  CO  H 

(30,330) 

48.50 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

4.50 

F,   DRY  CREEK 

(5,026) 

38.77 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

48.23 

;i:hrlnd-coule 

13,124 

43.19 

0 

21.21 

87.00 

108.21 

65.02 

ME  GROVE  ELE 

(15,820) 

34.85 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

52.15 

Iter  elem 

(16,000) 

58.99 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

28.01 

MAG EN  ELEM 

(39,135) 

44.36 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

42.64 

HZIEN  ELEM 

(14,467) 

40.92 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

46.08 

&ACKFOOT  ELEM 

(12,531) 

46.00 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

41.00 

HD  SPRINGS  E 

(13,659) 

36.67 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

50.33 

ttfS  ELEM 

(12,735) 

38.35 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

48.65 

1  CREEK  ELEM 

(18,652) 

34.85 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

52.15 

Lt  CREEK  ELE 

(6,836) 

54.59 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

32.41 

linty  Totals 

0 

J^CIER  COUNTY 

l)WNING  ELEM 

(711,045) 

97.26 

2,551,975 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(10.26) 

Owning  h  s 

(949,946) 

49.88 

1,356,285 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

3.12 

IT  BANK  ELEM 

300,230 

81.15 

0 

9.02 

87.00 

96.02 

14.87 

: T  BANK  H  S 

469,099 

56.14 

0 

14.03 

53.00 

67.03 

10.89 

1 .  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
>undation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 
Resources 
Needed 
To  Meet 
District  Name  Current  Exp* 

Current 
Mill 
Levy 

PL- 874 
Funds 
Available 

Proposed  Proposed 
Local   Statewide 
Mills     Mills 

Total 

Proposed 

Levy 

Difference 

Between 

Proposed  & 

Actual  Mills 

E  GLACIER  PARK    45,314 
SEVILLE  ELEM      (9,668) 

66.04 
76.19 

29,737 
0 

11.15    87.00 
0.00    87.00 

98.15 
87.00 

32.11 
10.81 

County  Totals 

3,937,996 

GOLDEN  VALLEY  COUNTY 


RYEGATE  ELEM 

73,999 

84.68 

0 

21.29 

87.00 

108.29 

23.61 

RYEGATE  H  S 

4,641 

68.40 

0 

1.34 

53.00 

54.34 

(14.06) 

LAVINA  ELEM 

48,284 

73.82 

0 

24.34 

87.00 

111.34 

37.52 

LAVINA  H  S 

(19,633) 

51.73 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

1.27 

County  Totals 
GRANITE   COUNTY 


PHILIPSBURG   EL 
GRANITE  H   S 
HALL  ELEM 
DRUMMOND   ELEM 
DRUMMOND  H   S 


(37,486) 

(49,264) 

(8,132) 

(7,897) 

(127,646) 


98.91 
80.69 
78.40 
89.03 
55.81 


2,371 

5,470 

0 

0 

0 


0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

County  Totals 
JEFFERSON  COUNTY 


1,501,657 


(11.91) 

(27.69) 

8.60 

(2.03) 

(2.81) 


County  Totals 

7 

,841 

HILL  COUNTY 

DAVEY  ELEM 

40,698 

69.47 

0 

14.41 

87.00 

101.41 

31.94 

BOX  ELDER  ELEM 

(17,487) 

56.33 

367 

,558 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

30.67 

BOX  ELDER  H  S 

(370,639) 

32.73 

617, 

,507 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

20.27 

HAVRE  ELEM 

377,714 

101.10 

0 

13.62 

87.00 

100.62 

(0.48) 

HAVRE  H  S 

93,142 

58.54 

19, 

125 

2.05 

53.00 

55.05 

(3.49) 

COTTONWOOD  ELE 

(42,523) 

60.93 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

26.07 

ROCKY  BOY  ELEM 

246,751 

45.65 

497, 

467 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

41.35 

K-G  ELEM 

152,429 

77.70 

0 

42.32 

87.00 

129.32 

51.62 

K-G  HIGH  SCHOO 

123,500 

69.64 

0 

30.22 

53.00 

83.22 

13.58 

GILDFORD  COLON 

(12,321) 

64.48 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

22.52 

BLUE  SKY  ELEM 

129,621 

109.55 

0 

27.45 

87.00 

114.45 

4.90 

BLUE  SKY  HIGH 

99,571 

91.40 

0 

21.09 

53.00 

74.09 

(17.31) 

A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 

Resources 

Difference 

Needed 

Current 

PL 

-874 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Between 

To  Meet 

Mill 

Funds 

Local 

Statewide 

Proposed 

Proposed  & 

strict  Name  < 

Current  Exp* 

Levy 

Avai 

Labi 

e 

Mills 

Mills 

Levy 

Actual  Mills 

(ANCY  ELEM 

83,051 

130.48 

0 

31.69 

87.00 

118.69 

(11.79) 

IIITEHALL  ELEM 

(19,738) 

150.80 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(63.80) 

WTEHALL  H  S 

(110,735) 

61.51 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(8.51) 

LSIN  ELEM 

8,584 

75.88 

0 

5.62 

87.00 

92.62 

16.74 

liULDER  ELEM 

(48,825) 

134.47 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(47.47) 

::fferson  h  s 

(87,674) 

73.63 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(20.63) 

(HDWELL  ELEM 

14,385 

60.60 

0 

3.18 

87.00 

90.18 

29.58 

J'NTANA  CITY  E 

100,194 

120.04 

0 

33.76 

87.00 

120.76 

0.72 

lunty  Totals 

0 

i'DITH  BASIN  COUNTY 


S'ANFORD  ELEM 

47,324 

82.10 

0 

12.92 

87.00 

99.92 

17.82 

i'ANFORD  H  S 

9,658 

69.52 

0 

2.64 

53.00 

55.64 

(13.88) 

r'BSON  ELEM 

72,482 

95.56 

0 

21.69 

87.00 

108.69 

13.13 

I'BSON  H  S 

(11,756) 

74.61 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(21.61) 

IYNESFORD  ELE 

(11,621) 

57.36 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

29.64 

CYSER  ELEM 

24,493 

74.44 

0 

15.83 

87.00 

102.83 

28.39 

CYSER  H  S 

(97,970) 

51.01 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

1.99 

(ornty  Totals 

0 

IKE  COUNTY 

ALEE  ELEM 

51,671 

78.91 

322 

,333 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

8.09 

/.LEE  H  S 

(187,602) 

42.08 

191 

640 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

10.92 

IM0  ELEM 

(14,764) 

53.16 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

33.84 

HLS0N  ELEM 

(617,345) 

70.61 

186 

721 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

16.39 

IJLS0N  H  S 

(292,132) 

53.75 

65 

055 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(0.75) 

i   IGNATIUS  EL 

(312,933) 

94.14 

320 

134 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(7.14) 

1  IGNATIUS  H 

(206,411) 

58.04 

151 

764 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(5.04) 

\LLEY  VIEW  EL 

(21,187) 

64.23 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

22.77 

!FAN  LAKE-SALM 

5,528 

72.23 

0 

8.64 

87.00 

95.64 

23.41 

DNAN  ELEM    (1,025,002) 

86.34 

731 

956 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.66 

DNAN  H  S 

(616,570) 

50.16 

295 

130 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

2.84 

■1ARL0  ELEM 

(5,830) 

73.11 

23 

584 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

13.89 

iLARLO  H  S 

(268,686) 

43.11 

119 

712 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

9.89 

T'PER  WEST  SHO 

(29,322) 

58.81 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

28.19 

*>unty  Totals 

2,408 

030 

A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
Foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 
Resources 
Needed 
To  Meet 


Current 
Mill 


District  Name  Current  Exp*   Levy 


Difference 
PL- 874     Proposed  Proposed    Total     Between 
Funds       Local   Statewide  Proposed   Proposed  & 
Available     Mills     Mills     Levy    Actual  Mills 


LEWIS  6c  CLARK  COUNTY 


HELENA  ELEM 

1,531 

,185 

141 

.67 

HELENA  H  S 

1,179 

,498 

90 

.63 

KESSLER  ELEM 

(14 

,695) 

131 

.12 

TRINITY  ELEM 

84 

,462 

115 

.94 

E  HELENA  ELEM 

(206 

,175) 

106 

.37 

WOLF  CREEK  ELE 

25 

,400 

65, 

.76 

CRAIG  ELEM 

6, 

,330 

70, 

,06 

AUCHARD  CRK  EL 

(36, 

,338) 

77, 

62 

LINCOLN  ELEM 

(46, 

,823) 

81, 

62 

AUGUSTA  ELEM 

23, 

,598 

112, 

60 

AUGUSTA  H  S 

(42, 

,129) 

54, 

42 

LINCOLN  HIGH  S 

(134, 

,929) 

59, 

32 

543 
0 

457 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


34.09 

87.00 

121.09 

18.87 

53.00 

71.87 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

40.23 

87.00 

127.23 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

8.26 

87.00 

95.26 

3.76 

87.00 

90.76 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

9.89 

87.00 

96.89 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

County  Totals 
LINCOLN  COUNTY 


(20.58) 
(18.76) 
(44.12) 
11.29 
(19.37) 
29.50 
20.70 
9.38 
5.38 
(15.71) 
(1.42) 
(6.32) 


County  Totals 

1,000 

LIBERTY  COUNTY 

WHITLASH  ELEM 

(4,239) 

33.97 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

53.03 

J-I  ELEM 

110,826 

64.96 

0 

21.17 

87.00 

108.17 

43.21 

J-I  HIGH  SCHOO 

122,793 

64.34 

0 

23.45 

53.00 

76.45 

12.11 

CHESTER  ELEM 

39,445 

60.76 

0 

3.62 

87.00 

90.62 

29.86 

CHESTER  H  S 

180,409 

49.96 

0 

10.85 

53.00 

63.85 

13.89 

TROY  ELEM  (153,271)  89.67  85,631 

TROY  H  S  (13,691)  65.10  41,952 

LIBBY  ELEM  471,835  109.60  60,144 

LIBBY  H  S  68,362  70.51  52,735 

EUREKA  ELEM  (123,001)  109.04  23,976 

LINCOLN  CO  H  S  (50,513)  65.11  0 

FORTINE  ELEM  (74,365)  68.09  0 

MCCORMICK  ELEM  (31,299)  64.30  2,674 

SYLVANITE  ELEM  (22*,  856)  54.12  2,670 

YAAK  ELEM  (9,124)  63.96  190 

TREGO  ELEM  (84,641)  55.65  0 

REXF0RD  ELEM  (13,740)  75.54  982 


0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

20.44 

87.00 

107.44 

0.78 

53.00 

53.78 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(2.67) 

(12.10) 

(2.16) 

(16.73) 

(22.04) 

(12.11) 

18.91 

22.70 

32.88 

23.04 

31.35 

11.46 


A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Proposed  Resources 


^strict  Name     ANB 


Total 
Combined 
General 

Funds 


Foundation  Special  Ed.    Transp .      Total 
Payment      Payment     Payment     Payment 


Local 

Resources 

Needed 

To  Meet 

Current  Exp* 


mnty  Totals      3,920 
U)IS0N  COUNTY 


13,239,112        11,597,339 


810,826 


867,250   13,275,415 


LDER  ELEM 

24 

81,346 

82,060 

0 

14,886 

96,946 

(15,600) 

1ERIDAN  ELEM 

177 

445,770 

523,609 

16 

,014 

19,431 

559,053 

(113,283) 

1ERIDAN  H  S 

87 

432,673 

476,504 

0 

35,364 

511,869 

(79,195) 

JIN  BRIDGES 

147 

594,773 

448,130 

32 

,952 

50,930 

532,013 

62,760 

JIN  BRIDGES 

93 

534,300 

484,183 

0 

52,367 

536,549 

(2,249) 

\RRIS0N  ELEM 

51 

207,167 

170,910 

12 

,824 

12,679 

196,413 

10,754 

\RRIS0N  H  S 

42 

230,094 

315,336 

0 

9,970 

325,306 

(95,211) 

.WIS  ELEM 

267 

970,387 

717,549 

52 

,863 

89,832 

860,243 

110,144 

.WIS  H  S 

119 

662,706 

560,394 

0 

36,971 

597,365 

65,341 

ounty  Totals 

1,007 

4,159,217 

3,778,675 

114 

,653 

322,430 

4,215,758 

CCONE  COUNTY 

IRCLE  ELEM 

287 

917,178 

754,027 

87 

857 

37,649 

879,534 

37,645 

IRCLE  H  S 

168 

921,145 

728,938 

28 

504 

151,737 

909,179 

11,966 

RAIRIE  ELK  E 

6 

32,577 

17,429 

463 

3,868 

21,760 

10,818 

ROCKWAY  ELEM 

23 

83,848 

81,148 

1 

559 

4,940 

87,646 

(3,799) 

OUTHVIEW  ELE 

8 

64,260 

17,429 

624 

15,785 

33,838 

30,422 

IDA  ELEM 

28 

133,426 

85,709 

2 

471 

40,549 

128,730 

4,697 

ounty  Totals 

520 

2,152,434 

1,684,680 

121 

478 

254,528 

2,060,686 

EAGHER  COUNTY 

'.ENNEP  ELEM 

14 

30,593 

42,141 

0 

575 

42,717 

(12,123) 

UT  SULPHUR  S 

226 

739,825 

635,243 

14, 

159 

49,484 

698,886 

40,939 

wr  SULPHUR  S 

106 

621,367 

509,587 

17, 

375 

49,404 

576,367 

45,000 

.INGLING  ELEM 

5 

34,897 

34,857 

0 

424 

35,281 

(384) 

lounty  Totals 

351 

1,426,681 

1,221,829 

31, 

534 

99,887 

1,353,250 

IINERAL  COUNTY 

IALTESE  ELEM 

3 

26,849 

17,429 

0 

0 

17,429 

9,421 

iLBERTON  ELEM 

150 

579,247 

455,922 

0 

54,505 

510,427 

68,820 

vLBERTON  H  S 

60 

423,709 

401,737 

0 

41,790 

443,528 

(19,819) 

*  A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  I 

ESTIMATE  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  EXPENDITURES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Pro 

posed  Resources 

Local 

Total 
Combined 

Resources 
Needed 

General 

Foundation 

Sp 

ecial  Ed. 

Transp . 

Total 

To  Meet 

District  Name 

ANB 

Funds 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Payment 

Current  Ex 

SUPERIOR  ELEM 

299 

1,036,006 

774,759 

68,348 

57,214 

900,321 

135,685 

SUPERIOR  H  S 

141 

627,588 

640,556 

0 

25,339 

665,895 

(38,307 

ST  REGIS  ELEM 

133 

453,305 

411,054 

28,504 

30,072 

469,629 

(16,324 

ST  REGIS  H  S 

50 

327,605 

357,347 

0 

13,206 

370,553 

(42,948 

County  Totals 

836 

3,474,308 

3,058,803 

96,852 

222,127 

3,377,782 

MISSOULA  COUNTY 

MISSOULA  ELEM 

5,185 

17,010,336 

13,412,968 

1 

,236,300 

938,877 

15,588,145 

1,422,192 

MISSOULA  H  S 

3,703 

15,514,436 

12,761,612 

1 

,072,284 

703,165 

14,537,061 

977,375 

HELLGATE  ELEM 

709 

1,952,704 

1,834,097 

184,998 

152,231 

2,171,326 

(218,623; 

LOLO  ELEM 

531 

1,464,306 

1,373,633 

111,641 

682 

1,485,956 

(21,649; 

POTOMAC  ELEM 

103 

424,181 

327,632 

49,025 

25,299 

401,956 

22,225 

BONNER  ELEM 

365 

1,106,724 

944,211 

94,367 

50,956 

1,089,534 

17,191 

WOODMAN  ELEM 

60 

263,132 

199,297 

20,902 

31,685 

251,884 

11,248 

DESMET  SCHOOL 

73 

297,955 

239,360 

19,725 

17,765 

276,850 

21,105 

TARGET  RANGE 

445 

1,041,341 

1,151,161 

56,876 

31,699 

1,239,736 

(198,396; 

SUNSET  ELEM 

20 

69,999 

78,411 

11,233 

2,501 

92,144 

(22,145] 

CLINTON  ELEM 

261 

710,037 

706,136 

56,795 

60,923 

823,855 

(113,818; 

SWAN  VALLEY  E 

60 

310,630 

199,297 

23,079 

61,676 

284,052 

26,578 

SEELEY  LAKE  E 

176 

566,725 

521,180 

46,196 

33,606 

600,982 

(34,257] 

FRENCHTOWN  EL 

492 

1,690,420 

1,272,744 

48,413 

126,498 

1,447,656 

242,765 

FRENCHTOWN  H 

234 

1,252,300 

924,908 

14,225 

63,903 

1,003,036 

249,264 

County  Totals 

12,417 

43,675,227 

35,946,647 

3 

,046,060 

2,301,466 

41,294,173 

MUSSELSHELL  COUNTY 


MUSSELSHELL  E 

24 

136,466 

82,060 

3,487 

9,917 

95,464 

41,002 

ROUNDUP  ELEM 

550 

1 

,378,220 

1 

,422,783 

52,700 

74,215 

1 

,549,699 

(171,478) 

ROUNDUP  H  S 

237 

1 

,050,719 

933,815 

45,110 

83,262 

1 

,062,187 

(11,468) 

MELSTONE  ELEM 

68 

365,885 

224,083 

17,443 

19,660 

261,186 

104,699 

MELSTONE  H  S 

53 

391,268 

371,612 

0 

14,288 

385,900 

5,367 

County  Totals 

932 

3 

,322,558 

3 

,034,353 

118,740 

201,342 

3 

,354,436 

PARK  COUNTY 

RICHLAND  ELEM 

12 

47,415 

39,228 

2,780 

1,477 

43,485 

3,931 

LIVINGSTON  EL 

1,110 

3 

,264,702 

2 

,871,436 

340,113 

91,747 

3; 

,303,295 

(38,593) 

PARK  H  S 

589 

2 

,128,788 

2 

,035,242 

109,092 

148,794 

2, 

,293,128 

(164,341) 

A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 

Resources 

Needed 

To  Meet 


Current 
Mill 


Lstrict  Name  Current  Exp*        Levy 


PL-874  Proposed  Proposed  Total 

Funds  Local        Statewide    Proposed 

Available  Mills  Mills  Levy 


Difference 

Between 
Proposed  & 
Actual   Mills 


(ADINER  ELEM 
1.NE   CREEK  ELE 
|YDE   PARK  ELE 
(,YDE   PARK  H   S 
ILSALL  ELEM 
ILSALL  H   S 
i'RINGDALE   ELE 
(PvDINER  H  S 
/HOWHEAD   ELEM 


23,435 
(27,169) 
(77,163) 
(132,115) 
(18,523) 
(65,318) 
(13,607) 
(74,065) 
(42,783) 


60.23 
67.72 
86.86 
59.21 
84.23 
68.35 
52.59 
43.49 
66.66 


31,400 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
149,105 
0 


0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

26.77 
19.28 

0.14 
(6.21) 

2.77 

(15.35) 

34.41 

9.51 
20.34 


(unty  Totals 
ITR0LEUM  COUNTY 


180,504 


&NNETT  ELEM 

64,340 

69.15 

0 

11.37 

87.00 

98.37 

29.22 

fcNNETT  H  S 

19,656 

51.17 

0 

3.47 

53.00 

56.47 

5.30 

lunty  Totals 

0 

FILLIPS  COUNTY 

JDS ON  ELEM 

(95,598) 

64.82 

96 

,014 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

22.18 

IDSON  H  S 

(30,909) 

51.56 

30 

,842 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

1.44 

SCOND  CRK  ELE 

(9,722) 

46.38 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

40.62 

tNDUSKY  ELEM 

(11,648) 

43.96 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

43.04 

SN  PRAIRIE  EL 

(12,139) 

47.63 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

39.37 

S'CO  H  S 

83,946 

50.76 

0 

10.23 

53.00 

63.23 

12.47 

ILTA  ELEM 

2,854 

82.65 

134 

0.27 

87.00 

87.27 

4.62 

RLTA  H  S 

114,928 

74.13 

0 

10.62 

53.00 

63.62 

(10.51) 

KITEWATER  ELE 

110,382 

66.54 

0 

20.43 

87.00 

107.43 

40.89 

B|ITEWATER  H  S 

79,806 

57.51 

0 

14.77 

53.00 

67.77 

10.26 

■CO  ELEM 

129,340 

59.37 

0 

14.78 

87.00 

101.78 

42.41 

lunty  Totals 

126, 

,990 

PNDERA  COUNTY 

HART  BUTTE  EL 

(52,482) 

44.09 

429, 

235 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

42.91 

DPUYER  ELEM 

(21,757) 

68.47 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

18.53 

CNRAD  ELEM 

189,205 

95.48 

0 

13.87 

87.00 

100.87 

5.39 

CNRAD  H  S 

94,023 

68.33 

0 

6.66 

53.00 

59.66 

(8.67) 

UlER  ELEM 

(184,899) 

84.79 

70, 

811 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

2.21 

a  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
Dundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 
Resources 
Needed 
To  Meet 


Current 
Mill 


District  Name  Current  Exp*   Levy 


PL- 874     Proposed  Proposed    Total 
Funds       Local   Statewide  Proposed 
Available     Mills     Mills     Levy 


Difference 

Between 
Proposed  & 
Actual  Mills 


VALIER  H  S 

(102,096) 

61.44 

87,790 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(8.44) 

BRADY  ELEM 

77,675 

92.37 

0 

22.16 

87.00 

109.16 

16.79 

BRADY  H  S 

223 

63.99 

0 

0.06 

53.00 

53.06 

(10.93) 

MIAMI  ELEM 

(20,563) 

60.85 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

26.15 

County  Totals 
POWDER  RIVER  COUNTY 


587,836 


POWDERVILLE  EL 

(12,834) 

38.25 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

48.75 

BIDDLE  ELEM 

120 

42.63 

0 

0.06 

87.00 

87.06 

44.43 

BELLE  CREEK  EL 

131,058 

37.26 

0 

4.31 

87.00 

91.31 

54.05 

BEAR  CREEK  ELE 

(17,779) 

39.73 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

47.27 

BILLUP  ELEM 

(13,447) 

46.72 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

40.28 

BROADUS  ELEM 

40,380 

101.49 

0 

10.29 

87.00 

97.29 

(4.20) 

POWDER  RVR  CO 

227,080 

31.33 

0 

6.04 

53.00 

59.04 

27.71 

SO  STACEY  ELEM 

(6,602) 

55.78 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

31.22 

H0RKAN  CRK  ELE 

(7,735) 

79.30 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

7.70 

County  Totals 

0 

POWELL  COUNTY 

DEER  LODGE  ELE 

276,049 

164.03 

0 

37.89 

87.00 

124.89 

(39.14) 

POWELL  CO  H  S 

39,122 

59.50 

0 

2.76 

53.00 

55.76 

(3.74) 

0VAND0  ELEM 

13,660 

80.07 

0 

19.95 

87.00 

106.95 

26.88 

HELMVILLE  ELEM 

(19,840) 

74.40 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

12.60 

GARRISON  ELEM 

(15,160) 

111.26 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(24.26) 

ELLIS TON  ELEM 

(13,897) 

70.97 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

16.03 

AVON  ELEM 

(25,133) 

58.22 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

28.78 

GOLD  CREEK  ELE 

(20,252) 

68.27 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

18.73 

County  Totals 
PRAIRIE  COUNTY 


TERRY  ELEM 
TERRY  H  S 
FALLON  ELEM 


(60 

117) 

62 

11 

(81 

965) 

49 

26 

(13 

083) 

50 

95 

0.00 

87.00 

87 

00 

0.00 

53.00 

53 

00 

0.00 

87.00 

87 

00 

24.89 

3.74 

36.05 


County  Totals 


A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 

Resources 

Difference 

Needed 

Current 

PL-874 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Between 

To  Meet 

Mill 

Funds 

Local 

Statewide 

Proposed 

Proposed  & 

I  strict  Name  Current  Exp* 

Levy 

Available 

Mills 

Mills 

Levy 

Actual  Mills 

I.VALLI  COUNTY 

(■RVALLIS  ELEM 

(133,420) 

73.87 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

13.13 

(RVALLIS  H  S 

(360,055) 

47.50 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

5.50 

SEVENS VI LLE  E 

(210,527) 

81.13 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

5.87 

SEVENSVILLE  H 

(361,937) 

56.55 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(3.55) 

r  MILTON  ELEM 

(247,439) 

82.09 

3, 

236 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

4.91 

rMILTON  H  S 

(434,016) 

58.86 

3, 

241 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(5.86) 

\CTOR  ELEM 

(97,087) 

98.27 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(11.27) 

\CTOR  H  S 

(132,061) 

65.07 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(12.07) 

[£BY  ELEM 

(142,661) 

84.08 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

2.92 

[RBY  H  S 

(196,145) 

57.59 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(4.59) 

I'NE  ROCK  ELEM 

(109,108) 

114.77 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(27.77) 

I.ORENCE-CARLT 

(149,616) 

117.66 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(30.66) 

LORENCE-CARLT 

(142,064) 

90.23 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(37.23) 

(unty  Totals 
ICHLAND  COUNTY 


6,477 


S.DNEY  ELEM 

(381,085) 

56.85 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

30.15 

5DNEY  H  S 

(35,939) 

33.92 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

19.08 

f.VAGE  ELEM 

14,387 

94.12 

0 

5.36 

87.00 

92.36 

(1.76) 

5.VAGE  H  S 

(53,650) 

54.93 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(1.93) 

I.ORSON  ELEM 

(19,371) 

38.89 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

48.11 

IJRVIEW  ELEM 

141,561 

45.56 

0 

3.40 

87.00 

90.40 

44.84 

I'.IRVIEW  H  S 

87,879 

27.93 

0 

2.05 

53.00 

55.05 

27.12 

E.U  ELEM 

(3,948) 

46.05 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

40.95 

1REE  BUTTES  E 

12,352 

41.05 

0 

6.70 

87.00 

93.70 

52.65 

IMBERT  ELEM 

79,341 

72.18 

0 

16.22 

87.00 

103.22 

31.04 

I'MBERT  H  S 

39,440 

57.13 

0 

9.29 

53.00 

62.29 

5.16 

(•unty  Totals 

0 

DOSEVELT  COUNTS 

110NTIER  ELEM 

(19,202) 

41.39 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

45.61 

DPLAR  ELEM 

663,925 

69.57 

1,126 

,146 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

17.43 

DPLAR  H  S 

188,831 

27.29 

537 

,902 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

25.71 

OLBERTSON  ELE 

30,700 

71.15 

102 

,465 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

15.85 

(ILBERTSON  H  S 

(9,664) 

47.27 

35: 

,993 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

5.73 

DLF  POINT  ELE 

(563,261) 

59.56 

625; 

,249 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

27.44 

A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 


11-15 


APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 
Resources 
Needed 
To  Meet 


Current 
Mill 


District  Name  Current  Exp*   Levy 


Difference 
PL- 874     Proposed  Proposed    Total     Between 
Funds       Local   Statewide  Proposed   Proposed  & 
Available     Mills     Mills     Levy    Actual  Mills 


WOLF  POINT  H  S 

(120,438) 

43.94 

250 

572 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

9.06 

BROCKTON  ELEM 

(120,475) 

79.46 

319 

801 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

7.54 

BROCKTON  H  S 

(303,022) 

65.68 

405 

748 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(12.68) 

BAINVILLE  ELEM 

313,898 

55.11 

0 

12.23 

87.00 

99.23 

44.12 

BAINVILLE  H  S 

119,581 

35.37 

0 

4.66 

53.00 

57.66 

22.29 

FRO ID  ELEM 

91,072 

65.65 

0 

13.25 

87.00 

100.25 

34.60 

FROID  H  S 

42,519 

52.30 

0 

6.19 

53.00 

59.19 

6.89 

County  Totals 
ROSEBUD  COUNTY 


3,403,876 


ROCK  SPRING  EL 

(9,671) 

42.88 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

44.12 

BIRNEY  ELEM 

(10,026) 

76.41 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

10.59 

FORSYTH  ELEM 

46,769 

85.34 

0 

6.70 

87.00 

93.70 

8.36 

FORSYTH  H  S 

41,199 

40.19 

0 

2.01 

53.00 

55.01 

14.82 

LAME  DEER  ELEM 

134,957 

32.49 

856 

,920 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

54.51 

ROSEBUD  ELEM 

40,433 

79.23 

0 

19.60 

87.00 

106.60 

27.37 

ROSEBUD  H  S 

48,728 

50.37 

0 

16.90 

53.00 

69.90 

19.53 

COLSTRIP  ELEM 

1,280,130 

47.24 

521 

,073 

4.07 

87.00 

91.07 

43.83 

COLSTRIP  H  S 

402,014 

25.96 

602 

,291 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

27.04 

ASHLAND  ELEM 

(7,468) 

93.33 

87 

,905 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(6.33) 

INGOMAR  ELEM 

41,936 

38.17 

0 

3.10 

87.00 

90.10 

51.93 

County  Totals 

2,068 

,189 

SANDERS  COUNTY 

PLAINS  ELEM 

(110,950) 

95.78 

1 

824 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(8.78) 

PLAINS  H  S 

(127,827) 

70.58 

352 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(17.58) 

THOMPSON  FALLS 

90,338 

101.74 

0 

13.04 

87.00 

100.04 

(1.70) 

THOMPSON  FALLS 

(121,445) 

59.42 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(6.42) 

TROUT  CRK  ELEM 

33,520 

55.85 

99 

4.45 

87.00 

91.45 

35.60 

PARADISE  ELEM 

(22,238) 

81.81 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

5.19 

DIXON  ELEM 

(58,428) 

54.98 

92 

463 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

32.02 

N0X0N  ELEM 

69,361 

69.68 

419 

6.77 

87.00 

93.77 

24.09 

N0X0N  H  S 

(24,357) 

40.47 

1 

163 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

12.53 

CAMAS  PRAIRIE 

7,024 

74.86 

0 

11.04 

87.00 

98.04 

23.18 

HOT  SPRINGS  EL 

(147,928) 

68.75 

29 

829 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

18.25 

HOT  SPRINGS  H 

(155,294) 

51.62 

8 

938 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

1.38 

County  Totals 


135,087 


*  A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 
Resources 
Needed 
To  Meet 


Current 
Mill 


istrict  Name  Current  Exp*   Levy 


PL-874     Proposed  Proposed    Total 
Funds       Local   Statewide  Proposed 
Available     Mills     Mills     Levy 


Difference 

Between 
Proposed  & 
Actual  Mills 


HERIDAN  COUNTY 


ESTBY  ELEM 

189,956 

52.47 

0 

13.31 

87.00 

100.31 

47.84 

ESTBY  H  S 

105,312 

37.82 

0 

5.87 

53.00 

58.87 

21.05 

EDICINE  LK  EL 

65,002 

38.82 

0 

1.52 

87.00 

88.52 

49.70 

EDICINE  LK  H 

82,941 

27.62 

0 

1.77 

53.00 

54.77 

27.15 

LENTYWOOD  ELE 

(43,872) 

48.15 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

38.85 

LENTYWOOD  H  S 

119,576 

43.76 

0 

7.48 

53.00 

60.48 

16.72 

UTLOOK  ELEM 

139,525 

60.51 

0 

21.27 

87.00 

108.27 

47.76 

UTLOOK  H  S 

32,204 

40.17 

0 

4.91 

53.00 

57.91 

17.74 

IAWATHA  ELEM 

23,471 

37.63 

0 

2.99 

87.00 

89.99 

52.36 

ounty  Totals 

0 

ILVER  BOW  COUNTY 

UTTE  ELEM 

1,308,281 

174.66 

7,737 

40.53 

87.00 

127.53 

(47.13) 

AMSAY  ELEM 

50,143 

95.15 

0 

12.68 

87.00 

99.68 

4.53 

IVIDE  ELEM 

(164) 

95.75 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(8.75) 

ELR0SE  ELEM 

(12,383) 

71.46 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

15.54 

UTTE  H  S 

389,184 

86.81 

6,002 

10.43 

53.00 

63.43 

(23.38) 

ounty  Totals 
TILLWATER  COUNTY 


13,739 


ARK  CITY  ELEM  (141,778)  73.54 

ARK  CITY  H  S  (135,365)  71.33 

0LUMBUS  ELEM  21,901  110.19 

DLUMBUS  H  S  (108,889)  71.65 

EEDPOINT  ELEM  (31,044)  97.34 

EEDPOINT  H  S  (28,511)  77.04 

0LT  ELEM  (4,150)  63.98 

ISHTAIL  ELEM  (18,835)  49.36 

;YE  ELEM  (12,035)  55.22 

APELJE  ELEM  (32,945)  79.13 

APELJE  H  S  9,984  59.62 

BSAR0KEE  ELEM  (33,388)  106.05 

BSAR0KEE  H  S  (63,541)  56.37 


0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

5.28 

87.00 

92.28 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

2.38 

53.00 

55.38 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

13.46 

(18.33) 

(17.91) 

(18.65) 

(10.34) 

(24.04) 

23.02 

37.64 

31.78 

7.87 

(4.24) 

(19.05) 

(3.37) 


ounty  Totals 

A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 
Resources 
Needed     Current 
To  Meet      Mill 
District  Name  Current  Exp*   Levy 


PL- 874     Proposed  Proposed    Total 
Funds       Local   Statewide  Proposed 
Available     Mills     Mills     Levy 


Difference 

Between 

Proposed  & 

Actual  Mills 


SWEET  GRASS  COUNTY 


BIG  TIMBER  ELE 

(165,238) 

84.85 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

2.15 

MELVILLE  ELEM 

(42,686) 

51.96 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

35.04 

GREYCLIFF  ELEM 

2,498 

64.92 

0 

3.08 

87.00 

90.08 

25.16 

MCLEOD  ELEM 

(4,979) 

59.20 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

27.80 

BRIDGE  ELEM 

4,728 

55.60 

0 

7.28 

87.00 

94.28 

38.68 

SWEET  GRASS  CO 

(52,580) 

66.55 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(13.55) 

County  Totals 
TETON  COUNTY 


CHOTEAU  ELEM 

18,946 

91.76 

0 

3.60 

87.00 

90.60 

(1.16) 

CH0TEAU  H  S 

(646) 

60.99 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(7.99) 

BYNUM  ELEM 

(26,298) 

60.14 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

26.86 

FAIRFIELD  ELEM 

(172,410) 

65.92 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

21.08 

FAIRFIELD  H  S 

(80,369) 

74.13 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(21.13) 

DUTTON  ELEM 

49,116 

81.27 

0 

11.45 

87.00 

98.45 

17.18 

DUTTON  H  S 

17,497 

73.34 

0 

4.08 

53.00 

57.08 

(16.26) 

POWER  ELEM 

26,936 

116.14 

0 

15.85 

87.00 

102.85 

(13.29) 

POWER  H  S 

(74,404) 

72.94 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(19.94) 

GOLDEN  RIDGE  E 

(21,008) 

82.57 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

4.43 

PENDROY  ELEM 

(10,267) 

43.24 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

43.76 

GREENFIELD  ELE 

(43,246) 

112.76 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(25.76) 

County  Totals 

0 

TOOLE  COUNTY 

SUNBURST  ELEM 

100,694 

44.15 

0 

4.42 

87.00 

91.42 

47.27 

SUNBURST  H  S 

116,005 

35.64 

0 

4.34 

53.00 

57.34 

21.70 

KEVIN  ELEM 

20,566 

46.93 

0 

5.24 

87.00 

92.24 

45.31 

SHELBY  ELEM 

176,554 

116.79 

0 

21.45 

87.00 

108.45 

(8.34) 

SHELBY  H  S 

243,574 

61.46 

0 

14.51 

53.00 

67.51 

6.05 

GALATA  ELEM 

8,659 

39.81 

0 

1.20 

87.00 

88.20 

48.39 

NICKOL  ELEM 

(12,572) 

38.96 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

48.04 

County  Totals 

TREASURE  COUNTY 

*  A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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APPENDIX  II 

ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 
Resources 
Needed 
To  Meet 


Current 
Mill 


Dstrict  Name  Current  Exp*   Levy- 


PL- 874     Proposed  Proposed    Total 
Funds       Local   Statewide  Proposed 
Available     Mills     Mills     Levy 


Difference 

Between 
Proposed  & 
Actual  Mills 


HSHAM  ELEM 

(9,585) 

71.17 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

15.83 

HSHAM  H  S 

(27,432) 

54.06 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(1.06) 

Cunty  Totals 

0 

VLLEY  COUNTY 

GASGOW  ELEM 

478,609 

122.81 

7 

,698 

34.10 

87.00 

121.10 

(1.71) 

GASGOW  H  S 

406,727 

88.18 

14 

,052 

28.43 

53.00 

81.43 

(6.75) 

FAZER  ELEM 

111,366 

53.59 

425 

758 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

33.41 

EAZER  H  S 

(186,287) 

28.87 

347 

533 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

24.13 

HNSDALE  ELEM 

41,919 

56.17 

0 

7.72 

87.00 

94.72 

38.55 

HNSDALE  H  S 

37,023 

49.77 

0 

6.19 

53.00 

59.19 

9.42 

CHEIM  ELEM 

78,103 

79.80 

0 

15.85 

87.00 

102.85 

23.05 

CHEIM  H  S 

67,013 

66.24 

0 

13.60 

53.00 

66.60 

0.36 

I.SHUA  ELEM 

23,481 

102.09 

7 

327 

6.79 

87.00 

93.79 

(8.30) 

SSHUA  H  S 

(14,086) 

75.84 

23 

524 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(22.84) 

I    PECK  ELEM 

20,043 

49.28 

55 

143 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

37.72 

[STRE  ELEM 

44,888 

51.85 

0 

3.30 

87.00 

90.30 

38.45 

[unty  Totals 

881 

036 

(.EATLAND  COUNTY 

10  DOT  ELEM 

11,619 

47.49 

0 

3.31 

87.00 

90.31 

42.82 

r'ULOWTON  ELEM 

(46,251) 

104.15 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(17.15) 

rPvLOWTON  H  S 

14,748 

76.89 

0 

2.37 

53.00 

55.37 

(21.52) 

iAWMUT  ELEM 

(12,400) 

42.88 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

44.12 

1UITH  GAP  ELE 

(33,066) 

114.74 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(27.74) 

1'DITH  GAP  H  S 

(28,551) 

86.14 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(33.14) 

[■unty  Totals 

0 

-BAUX  COUNTY 

kBAUX  ELEM 

42,321 

46.15 

0 

1.85 

87.00 

88.85 

42.70 

.BAUX  H  S 

(8,149) 

34.59 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

18.41 

!>unty  Totals 

:<llowstone  county 


A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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ESTIMATE  OF  IMPACT 

OF  COUNCIL  PROPOSAL  ON  DISTRICT  MILL  LEVIES 

BASED  ON  FY87  DATA 


Local 

Resources 

Difference 

Needed 

Current 

PL-874 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Between 

To  Meet 

Mill 

Funds 

Local 

Statewide 

Proposed 

Proposed  & 

District  Name  ( 

Current  Exp* 

Levy 

Availabl 

e 

Mills 

Mills 

Levy 

Actual  Mills 

BILLINGS  ELEM 

1,998,165 

112.50 

0 

14.73 

87.00 

101.73 

(10.77) 

BILLINGS  H  S   i 

(1,751,199) 

56.88 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(3.88) 

LOCKWOOD  ELEM 

(114,096) 

112.64 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(25.64) 

BLUE  CREEK  ELE 

(71,398) 

77.55 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

9.45 

CANYON  CRK  ELE 

(95,038) 

97.42 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

(10.42) 

LAUREL  ELEM 

16,167 

97.55 

0 

0.93 

87.00 

87.93 

(9.62) 

LAUREL  H  S 

(20,648) 

68.45 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(15.45) 

ELDER  GROVE  EL 

(126,500) 

80.06 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

6.94 

CUSTER  ELEM 

32,689 

66.35 

0 

4.06 

87.00 

91.06 

24.71 

CUSTER  H  S 

(46,400) 

43.99 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

9.01 

MORIN  ELEM 

6,470 

73.87 

0 

3.44 

87.00 

90.44 

16.57 

BROADVIEW  ELEM 

52,928 

76.43 

0 

6.96 

87.00 

93.96 

17.53 

BROADVIEW  H  S 

25,520 

54.67 

0 

3.26 

53.00 

56.26 

1.59 

ELYS IAN  ELEM 

(17,393) 

56.49 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

30.51 

HUNTLEY  PROJ  E 

13,842 

99.25 

0 

1.73 

87.00 

88.73 

(10.52) 

HUNTLEY  PROJ  H 

(115,992) 

63.69 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(10.69) 

SHEPHERD  ELEM 

(211,246) 

84.81 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

2.19 

SHEPHERD  H  S 

(173,582) 

67.17 

0 

0.00 

53.00 

53.00 

(14.17) 

PIONEER  ELEM 

(60,170) 

65.30 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

21.70 

INDEPENDENT  EL 

(135,518) 

80.68 

0 

0.00 

87.00 

87.00 

6.32 

County  Totals 

0 

Grand  Totals 

23,291,147 

A  negative  amount  means  that  a  district  will  receive  more  in 
foundation  payments  than  they  are  currently  spending. 
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